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TtJESIXAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 1971 

TJ.S. Senate 
Select Committ;® on 

N UTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS 

IV ashing ton, D.C* 

The Select Committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 1114, 
of the New Senate Office Building, the Honorable George McGovern, 
chairman of the committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators McGovern, Hart, and Cook. 

Staff members presents Ivennetli Schlossberg, staff director; Gerald 
S. J. Cassidy, general counsel; and Jndali Sommer, minority counsel. 

OPENING STATEMENT OE SENATOR McGOVERN, CHAIRMAN 

Senator McGovern. The committee will please come to order. 

Today’s hearing deals with the proposed regulations of August 13 
wnich reduce the reimbursement rate to 35 cents for free and reduced - 
price school lunches. . 

Over the last 2 weeks the Select Committee has been besieged by 
literally hundreds of State and local school lunch directors and by 
community representatives of all kinds, with urgent requests that we 
hold a hearing on the proposed regulations at the earliest possible 

I cannot recall any time since this committee has been in operation 
when there has been such an outcry against a proposed regulation as 
we have heard over the past 2 weeks. Thirty-seven State school lunch 
directors, meeting in Minneapolis on August 5 through 7, unanimously 
condemned the new regulations and have called upon this committee 
to hold these hearings today. 

Basic Point of Disagreement 

There is one basic point of disagreement that we are going to deal 
with in today’s hearings. The question is very sharply drawn, and it 
is iust that single issue that we will be looking at: Tho August 13th 
regulations which the Department of Agriculture claims are designed 
to assist the States to do a better job in carrying out the congressional 
intent of Public Law 91-243, that every eligible child “shall be served 
meals free or at a reduced cost ; w and, on the other hand, the point of 
view of the State school lunch directors’ unanimous position that this 
new regulation will bring the School Lunch Program — in then- 
words — “to a screeching halt.” 

(1747) •_ 
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1*01 NTS OF VIEW DIRECTLY OPPOSITE 

ISTow, obviously, those two points of view are in direct opposition. 

I liope today that we can come to understand what lies behind t e 
Department of Agriculture’s sudden and drastic policy change which 
has created this chasm of disagreement. I personally think 
well find that it i^ budget c onsiderations — that is, the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget is behind this change. 

OITICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET DECIJNES XO ATTEND 

I regret that we do not have the opportunity to explore the role of 
the Office of Management and Budget openly, but, unfortunately, Mr. 
Shultz has declined the committee’s invitation to attend today s 

I>C Our^frst witness is Mr. Lawrence Bartlett, who is the director of the 
School Lunch program of the State of Tennessee, and chairman of trie 
State Directors’ Section of the American School F ood Service Associa- 
lion. He is accompanied by Byron Hansford, executive secretary o± 
the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Mr. Bartlett? 

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE BARTLETT, CHAIRMAN, STATE DI- 
RECTORS’ SECTION, THE AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE 

ASSOCIATION, NASHVILLE, TEN1T. 

Mr. Bartlett. Mr. Chairman, members of the Select Committee on 
Nutrition and Human Needs, my name is Lawrence Bartlett. I am 
director of the area of school food services with the Tennessee State 
Department of Education. We administer and supervise the school 
food service programs in some 1,645 pubdic schools of the State that 
participate in the National School Lunch Program. A part of the testi- 
mony presented today will be representative of programs in my 

State. Additionally, I hold the position oi cnairman of the State Direc- 
tors’ Section of the American School Food Service Association repre- 
senting the 50 State directors and also representing our association 
which has a membership of more than 50,000 persons who are engaged 
in nonprofit school food service programs. n 

This testimony is presented as a factual documentation that the rule 
change as proposed by the USD A for the operation of the National 
School Lunch Programs will so obstruct program operations that the 
mandate 3 of Congress to provide food services to needy children can- 

My position as chairman of the State Directors’ Section of the Amer- 
ican School Food Service Association, as State director lor School h ood 
Service Programs for the State of Tennessee, and as executive board 
member adviser to the Legislative Committee of the American School 
Food Service Association, has placed me in the unique position of being 
involved in a very careful and detailed study and analysis of the pro- 
posed regulations as presented by the USD A Food and Nutrition Serv- 
ice. As a member of a special committee convened by the American 
School Food Service Association, we j^nade an mdepth study of the 

U 
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proposals. It has also been my privilege to participate in a disciission 
of the proposed regulations with USD A. officials and other State direc- 
tors in Minneapolis, Minn., prior to the actual issuance of the Pro- 
posal as well as to be involved in a regional conference of LJSL1A. and 
State directors in the southeast region devoted to a review of the cur- 
rent and proposed regulations. 

I say all of this to emphasize the fact that a very detailed study of 
the proposals have been made. 

Includes State Directors’ Position Parer 

In addition to this prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
include a “position paper” which was developed and unanimously 
adopted by 37 State directors of school food services at our postconven- 
tion workshop in Minneapolis, Minn., on August 7, 1971. 

Senator McGovern. Without objection, the statement will be in- 
cluded as a part of the record.* 

Mr. Bartlett. This position paper was developed after we were 
given a briefing by a number of USDA officials as to what 
proposed regulations would contain- X must give credit to the USDA 
officials there for “laying on the line” what the regulations would con- 
tain* and I must also give credit to the hearing astuteness of the State 
directors. A-fter seeing the proposed regulations in print and after 
making our analysis, we find that no changes need to be made m our 
position paper regarding the proposed regulations. w , 

Under Section 210.11 (b-l) of the proposed regulations it will be 
impossible for any State to exceed its initial apportionment of Sec- 
tion 4 funds. The proposed regulations say, in part, that In each 
fiscal year, the State agency, shall initially assign rates of reimburse- 
ment at levels which will permit reimbursement from the general 
cash-for-food assistance funds available to the State agency for the 
total number of type A_ lunches it is estimated will be served in par- 
ticipating school in the State in such fiscal year.” This part of the 
regulation would then in effect render null and void Section 210.4 new 
paragraph (f ) which provides for “the distribution to State agencies 
other than Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa, in the following amounts: (1) 5 cents for each type A lunch 
served during the 1972 fiscal year which is in excess of a base number 
of type A lunches served in 1972. This means that an estimated num- 
ber of 14 States whose per capita income is above the average for the 
Nation in effect could hot — and I emphasize “could not” — receive the 
guarantee of 5 cents per meal. 

New Paragraph Circumvents Intent op Congress 

It is also my feeling that Section 210.4 proposed new paragraph (f ) 
to the regulations circumvents' the intent of Congress as specified in 
the National School Lunch Act which provides a formula for the dis- 
tribution of general cash-for-food assistance funds and, further, it 
will he inconsistent with Section 210.4 of the present regulations. 





* See Appendix 2, P- 1855. 
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A careful reading? of the proposed Section 210.11 (b— 1) of the pro- 
posed regulations tells me and all other State directors that reimburse- 
ment rates must he assigned within the funds apportioned so that tliesc 
funds will extend through the entire year. Even after making munda- 
tory revisions following tlie montli of operation of J nnuary 9 tlic rntes 
must he adjusted so as to stay within the total apportionment. 

Mr. Chairman, uy> to this point we have been concerning ourselves 
with the Sect ion 4 cash -for- food assistance funds, and how these funds 
must be utilized for program purposes. The remaining part of my 
testimony will deal primarily with the use of the appropriated Section 
11 and Section 32 funds anti how the proposed regulations place such 
restrictions on these funds to the point that many school systems will 
find it impossible to carry out the intent of the Congress^ by putting an 
end to hunger among America s school children as provided by Public 
Law 1)1-246. Section 0 of this act states that “any child who is a mem- 
ber of a household that has an annual income not above tlic applicable 
family size income level shall be served meals free or at reduced cost,” 
and, furthermore, Section 11(a) provides authority for “appropria- 
tion as may be necessary” — and I emphasize this — “appropriation as 
may he necessary” — to assure access to the lunch program under this 
act of children of low-income families, and Section 11(e) provides 
that the amounts of funds paid to a school shall be based on the need of 
the school for assistance in meeting the requirements concerning the 
service of lunches to children. 

Object To XJse or Ease 

Section 210.4 new paragraph (f ) of the proposed regulations estab- 
lishes a method of apportionment of Section 32 funds as special cash 
assistance funds to the States. We object to the use of a base as a 
requirement to be met before Section 32 funds may be requested. We 
also object to the arbitrary establishment of an average of 30 cents 
per lunch to be made available as special cash assistance. The 30 cents 
average rate from special cash assistance is not realistic. Reported 
cost of producing type A lunches in my State is 43.5 cents. An average 
rate from Section 4 of 6 cents and an average rate from Section 11 of 
27 cents plus 0.06 cent from State funds still leaves the school with a 
deficit of 10 cents for each and every free lunch it serves to children. 
Wc have applied the language of the proposed regulations as con- 
tained above to the program operations in Tennessee, and we see an 
average of only 27 cents’ reimbursement from Section 11 rather than 
HO cents’ average ns indicated by UST)A ns being available. 

No Section 32 Fonds ArroimoNED 

Tt is evident to me that the U.S. Department of Agriculture has no 
intention of releasing the Section 32 funds, ns no funds are currently 
apportioned. 

The Congress, in its wisdom, in passing Public Law 91-248. deter- 
mined that the States should contribute as a minimum during the first 
hiennimn, an amount equal to 4 percent of the required matching 
amount of Section 4 funds. If the present proposed miles should be 
published, the Secretary is arbitrarily “requiring the States to pick up 
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mi additional amount of funding in order that eligible needy children 
will have access to a luncli program. 13 y taking^ average cost of 43.5 
cents to produce a free lunch, my State’s contribution to that lunch 
under the new proposal will be an additional 10.2 cents. Instead of 
tin* State’s share being 0.013 percent it will become 0.23 pci'cent. Or, 
putting this in a different perspective, if additional State funds are 

not, used — and this will be very unlikely for the next 2 years the 

child who pays full price for his lunch must pay an average of 38 
cents for his lunch plus whatever is necessary for the number of free 
lu m* lies served. If a school serves 50 percent cf its lunches free, the 
paying child would need to be charged 4-S cents. For 25 percent of the 
lunches served free, the paying child and the school could get by on 
42 cents. 

If we should go to a situation of 75 percent free, then the paying 
child would have to contribute 69 cents for his lunch in order to^ pay 
for the cost of producing his lunch and three others. It is our position 
that- the Congress intended to expand the lunch program to all needy 
children by guaranteeing to provide adequate funds with prudent 
administration to pick up the cost of producing the meal for the needy 
child. The present proposal absolutely prevents the States from mak- 
ing this type of commitment to school boards. In one county in my 
State which is, perhaps, an average or slightly above average in in- 
come and taxpaying ability, it is estimated that if the present rules 
apply for the 1971—72 school year that the county stands to lose ap- 
proximately $22,000. This loss would be made up of Section 4 funds 
as well as Section 11—32 funds. I3ast year, in order to pay \ip to the 
cost of producing the lunch for the needy child, the State was required, 
under tlie 12-cent rule governing the "expenditure of Section 11—32 
funds above 30 cents to pay many schools at the rate of 12 cents from 
Section 4 funds in order to pay more than 30 cents from Section 11— 
32 funds for the free or reduced-price lunch. 

Survey to Detersune Ttte A Luxcir Cost 

The ASFSA is conducting a survey of all State directors to deter- 
mine the cost, involved in producing a type A. lunch during the 1970— 
71 school year : the number of free or reduced-price lunches served dur- 
ing the past school year: the anticipated number to be served during 
the 1971—72 school year: the loss per meal that would have occurred 
if the schools had received only 35 cents in Federal reimbursement dur- 
ing the 1970—71 school year and the loss in funds tlint. the schools would 
receive if reimbursement, for free and roduced-priee lunches during the 
1071—72 school year was 35 cents. AVo have received a few returns 
from this questionnaire and find, for example, that the cost of pro- 
ducing a meal in New Alexico ; s 43 cents. Tne anticipated loss at the 
schools in this State, if present regulations prevail, would be $1,200,000. 

Taking the case of Oklahoma, their within -school cost is estimated 
at 41.79 per meal and the anticipated loss for the 1917—72 school year 
will bo in excess of $1 million. 

I would like to cite to the committee here a few of the figures that 
have been provided for us concerning the anticipated loss if the pro- 
posed rule changes should become effective. 
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The Isaac District No. 5 school in Phoenix, Arise., would sustain a 
loss of $8,755. The city of Phoenix, $17,700. The State of Arkansas, 
$987,600. The State of California, $9 million, of which Oakland would 
sustain a loss of $724,000; Sacramento- $116,927. rhe 

would lose $550,000. Broward Counfy, Fla., would lose $222,000 ,JJacie 
County, $67,700^ Columbus, Gra., $75,28G. The State of ITawiui, $h>7, 
600. Indianapolis, Ind., $307,647. The State of Jvansas, $659,586. 
Hazard, Ky., $12,179. The State of Maine, $1,326,000. The State of 
Massachusetts, $3,240,000. Detroit, $1.4 million. Minneapolis, Minn., 
$750,000. The State of Missouri, $4 million — the city of fet. Louis, 
$750,000 of this $1 million. Great Falls, Mont., $60,000. Nebraska, 
$496,000. Las Vegas, $64,485. This loss at Las Vegas may not be much 
compared to the millions lost at the gambling tables, but it does mean 

an awful lot of lunches for needy children. 0 ^ r>nr> 

The State of New Hampshire, $215,500. Ohio State, $,>,*>6«>,000. 
Oklahoma City, $317,000, South Dakota, $^^8,750. Tlie city of Mem- 
phis, Tenn., would sustain a loss of $975,000. Utah, $468,49,). And West 

Virginia, $2,661,300. . . , .. 

Mr. Chairman, we request the privilege of filing with your commit- 
tee at a later date the results of our survey,* to be furnished by the 
vai-ious State directors of school food service programs, which will 
show the anticipated loss of Section 11 — 32 funds for free and reduced- 
price lunches if the proposed regulations should prevail. 

Whcat Is Total Loss to Country ? 

Senator McGovern. I was just going to ask you : Do you have any 
estimate as to what the total loss is to the country as a whole, as a con- 
sequence of these regulations? Can you give us ftny estimate on that* 
Mr. Bartlett. Mr. Chairman, we have not compiled all of the J*g~ 
ures, and, I am sorry, I could not give you that estimate at this 

m Senator McGovern. But you say you will supply an estimate? 

Mr. Bartlett. Yes; after our data has been tabulated. Ana I think 
most of the results are in, but our committee has not ns yet been able 
to tabulate all of the data. But we would like to file this with you as 

soon as it is completed. . , , _ , _ _ , 

Senator McGovern. I think that would be helpful to us. The com- 
mittee staff has made some rough estimates as to what this means in 
terms of overall budgetary loss to the various States— that is, t He 
combined loss — but if you could also givo us your estimate of that, at 

the earliest possible date, I think it would bo helpful. . 

It is important to stress that these are still proposed regulations. 
As Secretary Lyng has written to mo on September 1, that at least 
until after this bearing is over and there has been an evaluation as to 
what has been done here today, these regulations will not become final. 
So I think the sooner we can get estimates from the school lunch 
directors as to what the total loss is for the Notion as a whole, the 
sharper we can draw the picture which needs to be drawn. 

Mr. Bartlett. Mr. Chairman, rather than trying to give you a ball- 
park figure, I would rather rely on the data. 
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Senator McGovern - . I appreciate that} but I "wanted to underscore 
the importance of that. 

Mr. Bartlett. Thank you, sir. 



Recommendations or State Directors 



Mr. Chairman, and members of the Select. Committee, this concludes 
the testimony to be presented by me as chairman of the State direc- 
tors’ section of the ASFSA. We feel, however, that we would be remiss 
if wo did not make recommendations to you and to the TJSDA con- 
cerning the proposed rule changes : # 

1. That the proposed rule change be set aside. 

2. In conjunction with setting aside the present proposed 
changes that the “12-cent rule” be dropped from existing regula- 
tions as permitted by memorandum from TJSDA in March 1971; 

and . „ 

3. That States be permitted to pay up to 40 cents out of Sec- 
tion 11—32 funds as long as Section 4 funds are being expended 
in a school at or equal to the State’s assistance need rate. Rates 
above these would be permitted if there was justification. 

In a final addition, may I present this point for your consideration: 

That for 25 years the backbone of the School Bunch .Program has 
been the payments made by the paying^ child and the Section 4 
reimbursement. The ratio of the Section 4 rate to the price 
charged to paying children has continuously widened. This re- 
sults in schools being forced to increase prices to paying children. 
The guarantee as suggested by TJSDA. of each State receiving an 
average of 5 cents per meal is not enough. There should be a firm 
guarantee of not less than 6 cents for all Section 4 meals and an 
increase of at least 1 cent per meal guarantee above the States 
assistance need rate for all meals. If the paying child is priced 
out of this program, our operating cost just for the needy child 
will be greatly increased. It is inconceivable that we can approve 
a 3-cent reimbursement for one-half pint of milk in a nonprogram 
school — that is not required to meet any kind of nutritional stand- 
ards nor to provide lunches for needy children — yet can offer 
only 5 cents xor a Section 4 lunch to a school that has a complete 
meal, including milk. 



TJSDA Proposals Mean - II jnoiiy Ciiieduen in School 

All that I have said really can bo summed up in one very simple 
statement. The proposals will curtail the program and prevent millions 
c f hungry children from being provided a lunch at school. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of our association, its 50,000 members, 
the 50 State directors of which I am chairman, and for minions of 
children who are beneficiaries of the School launch T*rogi am, I thank 

you for letting me appear before your committee. 

Senator McGovern. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Bartlett- 

Mr. Bartlett, as you know, on May 14, 1970, the President signed 
into law an expanded schqol lunch program authorised by the Con- 
gress. Is it not your understan^i*£ -of that law — very clearly man- 
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i . i i j.i Pmurrosg signed, bv the President — » j-t every child 
JhouW receive an adequate School lunch? If he did not have the funds 
tn ...... f or it. he should get a free or reduced-price iunch. 

t ‘ there anv doubt in your mind, as a student of, and longtime a 
ministrator of these school lunch programs, that that was the intent o 

C MfB S iKTLK'n'. Mr. Chairman, I read that exactly as you have stated 
it Tt is niv concept. And we have had a firm belief and commitment to 
on. school boards that this would happen ; that if they, provided the 
lunch that the Congress would assure that they received sufficient 

f ii nrls to heln take care of the cost of that lunch. 

Senator McGovern. And you are telling this committee today not 
onlv on behalf of the State of Tennessee, but on the basis of the 
unanimous verdict of all of the school lunch directors, that if the new 
guidelines stand, you cannot carry out the mandate of the Congie 

New Gihdklines Winn Stieee Mandate 

]Vfr. BarxJjETT. That is correct, sir. Xt is not possible to do it under 

tlio present proposed regulations. _ , , . j 

Senator McGovern. I do not know how the issue could be stated any 
more bluntly. You are saying in effect that these regulations defy 
really the intent of the Congress and the actual law that has been 
simied by the President more than a year ago? 

*M r . Bartlett. That is right ; that is exactlywhat we said, sir. 

And I think I can sav t?»at for the other States, all the State direc- 
tors. I know T can say that very emphatically for the 36 others who 
were at the Minneapolis convention, and post-convention directo. s 

W< Senator McGovern. Mow much did you increase the program ^ in 
your State last year under the new program as mandated by tne 

Rvrtlett. Our previous jiercentage of free lunches had been 
running around 14 to 16 percent ; and at the end of the year, Air. 
McGovern, we got to 30 percent of the lunches, which were served tree 
or at the reduced price, with approximately 80 percent of the total 
children in schools that had programs participating on a daily basis. 

Senator M!cG ovEnisr. AVill these new regulations allow you to con- 
tinue that rate of expansion, or any expansion at all ? 

Air. Bartlett. We could not expand. In fact, we cant even stand 
still, because the program will regress without additional funding to 

take care of the additional costs of the free lunch. .. 

Senator McGovern. X must say, Mr. llartlett, that I coulcl hardly 
believe it when I was in the field talking with a number of school 
lunch directors during this recess. After all the talk and all the ettoit 
of this committee and the Congress of the United States and state- 
ments by the President that we were going to reach every child - 
every poor child in this country — with an adequate school lunch, tliat 
we now have those guidelines, coming out almost on the eve ox the 
opening of classes this year, announcing that we are really going to 
stand still — as far as our efforts to end hunger are concerned m the 
Schools. 
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Mr. Bartlett. Well, we were just as amazed as you were, sir, at 

tliis date. , _ . 

Senator McGovern. Let me ask you this, Mr. Bartlett : Is it your 
interpretation of these present proposed regulations— and I empha- 
size again they are only proposed regulations — that they will prevent 
you from spending the $100 million in Section 32 funds which the 
Congress authorized ? 

No Intent To Utilize Section 32 Funds 

Mi*. Bautletp. Very definitely; in fact, I pointed out in the testi- 
mony here, sir, that it appears that there is no intention on the part of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture to permit the expenditure of the 
Section 32 funds, because none have been apportioned. And we must 
stay within the regulations which say you apportion or assign your 
rates based upon the funds that are currently available. And these must 

last for the entire year. ^ 

Mv fiscal agent, my fiscal officer, will not permit us to budget the 

funds that we do not have. . _ , . ... 

Senator McGovern. Well, then, the same thing would apply with 
reference to any planning for a supplemental appropriation by the 
Congress. That is, you cannot really go ahead with the School Lunch 
program for this academic year on the assumption that there will be 
supplemental appropriations ? 

Mr. Barti.ett. No, sir. . 

Senator McGovern. I remember very clearly during the congres- 
sional debate last year the Senators who questioned the size of the 
expansion — that is, the cost of it — said, “Well, if we iieed additional 
money, wo can always get it with a supplemental authorization and 

appropriation.” . ... . 

But I take it you are telling us that these new regulations make 
it impossible for you to plan on that kind of a supplemental 

appropriation? . . . T .. - 

Mr, U \rtjuETT. Absolutely ; tliere is no provision, as I see it, m the 

proposed regulations whereby funds can be transferred from Section 
32 for Section 11 purposes. 

Senator McGovern. Well, we have programs here from all over the 
country indicating that numerous schools may have to drop out of the 

program, or cut back the program. . - 

My own State has indicated to me in a number of school districts 
that ‘they may not be able to participate in the program at all if these 
regulations stand. 



Ixciii'.oiEi.K — D efiance or Intent of Congress 

I just have to say again that I find it incredible, at a time when I 
thought we were expanding the School Lunch Program, that, we are 
now being deluged with statements from school lunch directors that 
they arc either going to have to drop out of the program or retrench 
or cut back. It seems to me to be a total defiance of what this commit- 
tee and what the Congress of the United States intended last year. 

Nli". Barteett. That is exactly truc.^And this brief case^ has just a 
few copies of letters I received exjjjjjfesing these same feelings. 
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Senator McGovern. J. would, like to ask tliat these telegrams and 
communiques that have come to the committee be made a part of the 
record,* together with a statement from Senator Montoya of ISew 
Mexico, Senator Moss of Utah, and Congressman Abourezk of South 
JDakota. 

(The statements follow :) 



STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH M. MONTOYA 

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for convening this hearing, and I very much 
appreciate this chance to testify before your Select Nutrition Committee on a 
matte' of extreme urgency to the children of the Nation. The school lunch Pto- 
gram for poor children has been unjustifiably eviscerated by the Administration 

and the Department of Agriculture. , . - ___ 

Further, they have done this by executive fiat while Congress was out of ses- 
sion and away from the seat of government in Washington. The Department 
of Agriculture, which has participated in so many similar actions harming nu- 
trition programs for the poor, hus slashed, school lunch funds from 60 to 35 

CC TTm l> ^tate n Directors of National School Lunch Program are committed to 
carrying out the mandate given, them by the President. In December of 1009, Mr. 
Nixon pledged to put an end to hunger among American school children. 

i believed then in his good faith, secure in the knowledge that we had the 
wherewithal and commitment with which to do such a job. Surplus foods, funds 
and Congressional intent were all there, merely awaiting implementation. Now 
this hope has been cut down by administrative sleight of hand. These children 

have been betrayed and the nation should know it. _ 

Mrs Gretchen Plagge, Director of the School Food Service Division of my 
home state of New Mexico, has joined other State Directors of the National 
Lunch Program in vehemently protesting this action by the Administration. 

She joins in warning that there is considerable anticipation of shutdowns of 
such school lunch programs early in the school year because of inability of local 
school districts to handle indebtedness which will be unavoidable as a result of 
inadequate Federal funding levels. ^ „ .. . . - 

My home state of New Mexico has relied heavily on this program s fulfill- 
ment. Thousands of our school children will have to do without the only decent 
meal of the entire school day because of this inexcusable action. 

Mr Chair m an, the hungry child cannot learn, as has been proven again and 
again. To deprive this program of its full funding is to guarantee multiplication 
of all the ancillary problems attendant upon hunger in our schools ; absenteeism, 
dropouts, irregular behavior and lethargy among children. We will have to watch 

helplessly while a bad situation worsens. oq 

I joined in sponsoring S. 2921 in the 8&th Congress, now known as F.L. 89- 
042. Signed October 11, 1966, it expanded the National School Lunch Act to pro- 
vide a special milk program for children. , 

I also joined in sponsorship of S. 2871 In the 90th Congress, now known as 
P L 90-302 Signed into law May 8, 1968, it amended the National School Lunch 
Act" to strengthen and expand fcod services programs for children. I voted for 
the McGovern Amendment to the Agriculture Appropriation bill for FY 19<2, 
which increased by $10.9 million funds for school lunch programs. It was adopted, 
ns I recall, by a vote of 56—28, bringing the total for the program to $33 million. 
Again, it seems to mo as if the intent of the Senate was utterly clear, leaving 
little if any room for doubt, vacillation or cutbacks. 

The school lunch program is supposed to be reaching 6.4 million of a potential 
G.5 million needy children. It is almost certain that a far greater number could 

make excellent use of this program. . _ . 

Mr. Chairman, we are spend .ng vast sums for various projects and undertak- 
ings as useless as they are expensive. This Administration has just edged through 
approval of a $250 million government guarantee for Lockheed’s loans. We are 
spending staggering quantifies of cash for weapons systems, foreign aid and 
foreign wars. Yet we present the ludicrous spectacle to the world of actually 
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cutting back on minimal funding programs for feeding hungry youngsters. I 
plead for corrective action to reverse the decision of the Department of 
Agriculture. , ,, , AI 

Mr. Chairman, if we are to give any kind of signal to the dispossessed that 
there is hope, the least we can do is to assure their children of one decent meal 
daily so they can take advantage of an educational opportunity. If we fail to do 
this, then we have no right to ask why violent, anti-social actions occur and 
why there is despair and aliena .'on among so many of our people. 

Thunk you. 



STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK E. MOSS 

Chairman : This Committee is to be commended for its dedicated and 
concerned leadership in holding hearings with regard to a reduction in reimburse- 
ments for free and reduced price school lunches. I share the deep concern of this 
Committee: the new regulations set spending ceilings that are woefully 

inadequate. , 

The Congress of the United States has pronounced its intent to put an end 
to hunger in American schools as is. noted in Section 9 of the National School 
Lunch Act as amended by Public Law' 91—248, which states, “Any child who 4s 
a member of h household that has an annual income not above the applicable 
family size income level shall be served meals free or at a reduced cost, 9 as well 
as in Section 11(a) which provides authorization for “appropriation as may be 
necessary” to assure access td the school lunch program. 

Despite the fact that the states have been instructed and committed to a 
school -lunch program in every : school and available to every student, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture is proposing regulations which make this objective 
impossible to achieve. The USD A calls such changes “Improved money man- 
agement.” If such changes are allowed the needed expansion for the 1971—72 
school year will come to a screeching halt, needy children will remain hungry , 
and the USDA will violate the intent of Congress under the guise of “Improved 
Management of Program Funds.” 

Food for hungry children is an investment, not an exchange. It is an invest- 
ment in America which we can ill afford to ignore. I am opposed to any reduc- 
tions in programs designed to insure that our students will become educa- 
tionally competent, nutritionally strong, and productive citizens. TT , 

Moreover, I am informed by Mr. duff O. Snow, Administrator, Utah Di- 
vision of School Food Services, that the proposed amendments would cost the 
sebool l unch program in approx^jufttely $468*000 for fills co rnin g year* 

Such a cutback will seriously hamper the program. Bad the proposed regula- 
tion been in effect last year, the State o+ Utah would have lost a total of some 
$400,000 in Section 4 and 32 funds- . , 3 „ ^ , 

I am opposed also to the proposed regulation revisions that will take Place 
after schools have started. This creates a very awkward situation for school 
districts because tbe restrictions of bolding back one-balf of tbe non-food 
suspended funds until mid-year will restrict implementation and expansion tbe 
first part of the year in many states. This creates a very confusing and Irritat- 
ing situation, especially to Utah district and school personnel. . 

I do not agree, furthermore, with the establishment of a base system to 
control funds. It will be too slow, cumbersome, and will increase the difficulty 
of administration. This method of controlling funds merely requires that needy 
lunches be frozen in terms of an appropriation instead of legal provisions to In- 
crease participation. t .. . _ . 

The rate guarantee from Section 11 and 32 funds should be 40 cents for each 
free and reduced-price lunch, with the possibility of going higher with justifica- 
tion. Thirty cents is not a realistic figure for free and reduced-price lunches. 

These funds also should be allocated to states on the basic of fiscal year 1971 
and the use of a “base*’ to control the use of special assistance funds should he 
eliminated. The tentative original allocation would he a guideline and supple- 
mental funds should be forthcoming as needed and justified. . 

.A.11 states should s ha rp in Section 32 funds on an oQultable basis considering 
the need of tbe state as measured by per capita income and tbe need as indi- 
cated by increased lunches* , . _ 

Finally, I can see no basis for. restricting the availability of equipment funds. 
Bolding back funds will penalize cfistricjte gind schools in their efforts to improve 
0 Ae- 
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programs early In the year. Funds allocated late in the year will serve to re- 
strict needed facilities for program, expansion for six to twelve months. If the 
intent is to cut needed expenditures instead of expansion, this regulation will tic 

effective for this purpose. , 

There should be no hungry children in America s schools. 

Thank you. 



STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES ABOUREZK 

Mr Chairman : I want to thank you for the opportunity to present this state- 
ment’ on a subject which I feel is of critical importance to school children across 
South Dakota and the nation. I regret that I could not be with you to testify in 
person, but previously scheduled hearings of my Indian Affairs Subcommittee 
in South Dakota have made that impossible. , . . 

For three years now I have followed the fine work being done by your Select 
Committee on Nutrition. Your Committee has established beyond doubt the dis- 
grace of hunger in America, it has pushed hard for programs to end this disgrace, 
and it has watch-dogged administration of existing programs to insure that mis- 
guided economies and bureaucratic inertia are not allowed to perpetuate the 

conditions these programs are supposed to eliminate. . „ . 

Because I know that this Committee understands better than I the .back- 
ground leading up to the Administration’s proposed 300 million dollar cut in the 
School Lunch Program, and the many promises that this cut threatens, I wl 
confine my remarks to a b rie f summary of the effects that this cut will have 
mv state of South Dakota. When I first learned of the school lunch cutback which 
s tlm subject of your hearing today I contacted the South Dakota Superintend- 
ent of Public Instruction Dr. Don Barnhart, and his School Bunch Director Mr. 
Martin Sorenson, to ask them what effect this would have on their program in 
South Dakota. Their answers, multiplied fifty times, provide an excellent sum- 
mary of what trimming 300 million dollars in Federal funds out of the School 

Lunch Proc ram will mean to our nation. - . . 

Mr Sorenson told me that over the past year, under the liberal GOtf per meal 
formula. South Dakota has undertaken an aggressive effort to expand her School 
I nnch Program. Pie said that scores of schools in our larger towns, our ruial 
areas and on the Indian reservations, have moved to initiate or expand school 
efforts. He characterized this expansion as a glowing promise to thou- 
sands of kids that they could count on a good hot school lunch 

Air Sorenson then went on to advise me in no uncertain terms that this promise 
cannot possibly be kept if South Dakota is deprived of the 500,000 dollars which 
is her share of the 300 million dollar national cutback. He said that .nobody fa- 
miliar with the financial plight of South Dakota schools could possibly expect 
them to pick up this 500,000 dollar tab. A few of the strongest schools might be 
able to keep their promise to the children, but in the cities and on the reservn- 
tons the very places where a hot lunch is most, needed, a rollback of federal 
funding will translate directly into broken promises and continued hunger for 

° U 'We 1 have heard a great deal lately about sacrifice. "Workers are asked to sac- 
rifice their pav to check inflation. Farm families are required to sacrifice by ac- 
centing the lowest prices in decades. All of us are asked to sacrifice to protect 
a corrupt dictatorship in Vietnam. And now it appears that even our school 
children are going to ho asked to sacrifice, by giving up I heir hot lunches. 

I have nothing against sacrifice. The President is right when lie delivers his 
little exhortations on sacrifice so that future generations might have more. But 
the President too often seems to forget that there are two vital preconditions to 
anv call for sacrifice bv a people. This call must ask sacrifice in the name of a 
worthy goal, and it must aslc that the burden of sacrifice be shared evenly by 

Tt^seoms to* me that what we are considering here today is just one more in a 
whole series of meaningless, selective sacrifices imposed on America in recent 
venrs What is the goal for which hundreds of thousands of school children are 
asked to give up their meals? If it is economy in government, then how can we 
lustifv selecting our schoolchildren for a 300 million dollar cut when we have 
lust put 250 million dollars behind the failure-prone Lockheed Aircraft Company? 
‘ Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that In Vietnam, in the question of stabilising 
our national economy, and now again In the. piatter of slashing lunch funds, we 
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ure asking tlie wrong people to aaciiiice for tlie wrong purpose at the wrong time. 
I submit that It would be diilieult to lind a worse place in the entire b ecteral 
budget to slash than tlie place the Administration proposes to cut. 1 lie National 
School Lunch l’rogrum is a proven success. It feeds kids. It helps them to learn. 

It redeems the President s promise to end hunger in America. 

X iii'iro this OoniLLi i tteo and tho Admin isti'ation to restore those cuts and xullill 
their pledge to tlie schoolchildren of America without delay. Thank you. 

Senator McGovern. X defer now to Senator Cook. 

Senator Cook. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 

Mr. Bartlett, practically every school district in the country has 
to establish its school budget early in the year, for submission to the 
proper State authorities during the course of the spring, for consid- 
eration of local taxing authorities to establish rates — it they can es- 
tablish rates, or within the maximum, if it has already been estab- 
lished. Is that not true? 



Mr. Bartlett. That is correct. 

Senator Cook. XIow often does your State legislature meet in- 
Tennessee ? 

Mr. Bartlett. We meet annually. 

Senator Cook. The State Legislature in Kentucky meets every 2 
years, which means it will not meet again until next year. Then it 
will be proposing a budget for the 1972 T 73 biennium. Thus, under the 
circumstances, unless there were sufficient funds within State gov- 
gi*ii incut Jit tins time, tlicre could be no funds thu/t could be uppropri- 
ated, could there ? 

Air. Bartlett. Absolutely not. . 

Senator Cook. Unless, conceivably, a special session ox the legis- 



lature were held ? „ , , . , .. , , 

Mr. Bartlett. A special session would have to be called by tbe 



Governor, yes. _ . J . .. . 

Senator Cook. If it is necessary for school boards to submit tliei 
budgets this early in the year, can you see any reason why school 
food service directors should be notified of a curtailment of a pro- 
gram on August 23 — a few days before school starts? 

Mr. Baktxxtt. No, none whatsoever. 

Senator Cook. It almost gets to the point of being ridiculous, does 
it not ? 

Mr. Bartlett. It is ridv ’ilous, sir. 



Kentucky Breakfast Program Could Be Ended 

Senator Cook. I will tell you how ridiculous it is in my State, Mr. 
Bartlett. If we cannot get the Department- to change these regula- 
tions, it is conceivable that the entire breakfast program in the State 
of Kentucky will be completely finished by the end of September, as 
there w ill be no funds of any" kind to continue this program to the 
balance of the year. This came to all of the respective districts as a 
result of the actions of the Department on August 23 just a few 

da vs be fore school started. . . . . 

Tt seems to me, if I take your figures — and by the way, it is antici- 
pated — Congress is going to be asked shortly to accelerate tbe ability 
of the American people to increase” their personal exemption on them- 
selves and their children by ^fSCLr-df your figures and your statement 
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are correct ; then meals will go to 60 cents. I hope you do not mind 
if I round it off at 70 cents. 

Mr. Bartlett. We used 69 cents purposely. . 

Senator Coon. For school districts with 75-percent effectiveness of 
the program, that means on a 255-day_ schoolyear the cost will be 
$178.50 to the parent. "Whereas if we utilize the figure of 43 cents to 
those who could afford it, the cost "would be $109.65. A schoolyear in- 
crease to the parent for each one of h?s children of $68.85. An dL that 
means we have increased his so-called $5U deduction by $18.85. Thus, 
we really have not given him much of a favor ; have we ? 

"* Ir. Bartleit. I do not like that kind of favor, sir. 

Laughter.] 

Senator Coorc. It just seems to me that we have created a program, 
we have set up a formula for the State, and we are saying to the 
States : “We must accelerate a program even beyond what the Con- 

f ress intended.” I cannot quite understand that ; and I am going to 
© very anxious to hear what the Department of A-griculture has to 



Sa ^ou gave one figure for Hazard, Ky., which is Terry County. 
I would ?ike to give you just a few more which are a great deal more 

serious, frankly. 0 _ 

Let’s take, for instance, the City of Louisville School System. It 
will run at a loss of $14,000 a month if your figures are correct, and 
if your interpretation of it is correct. . ^ ^ ^ 

The Jefferson County School System will run at a deficit of $47,000 
a month. The Fayette County School System, which is Lexington, will 
run at a deficit of $16,000 a month. ^ . . , 

In an extremely rural county in Kentucky Knott County , which 

is the home of Congressman Carl Ferkins — it will run at a deficit of 

$25,200 a year. , _ . . . . . __ 

Compiling those figures, it means that four school districts m lven- 
tucky alone would run at a deficit of $949,200. The legislature that 
will return in the spring can do nothing but set up a biennium budget 
for 1972—73 unless it can have the authority to come up with a- sup- 
plemental appropriation. ^ „ __ A , ... 

So we can see that the problems m the State of Kentucky will not 
only be catastrophic, but the most important, the entire breakfast pro-- 
gram, conceivably, will go down the drain by the end of September.. 



No Justification for USD A. Aititude 



I can see absolutely no justification for the Department of Agricul-. 
ture’s attitude in regard to the absolute intent of Congress. 

Mr. BARTLErr. We read it on the same wavelength, sir, exactly. 

I would like to commend your State director in Kentucky for the 
magnificent job he has done in expanding the breakfast program. I 
guess Mr. Devins has done perhaps the best job of any of us — an the 

southeast, I know in expanding that program. Amd I think it is a 

real feather in his cap to have made this effort. 

Senator Cootc. The odd part about it is that this apparently means. 
Mr. Bevins will have to be regressive instead of progressive, will it 

not ? AAt 33C2V 
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SeiiiUor Coorc. Itmciins the program that the Congress said should 
bo expanded will, instead, have to cut back. Furthermore « ov can not be 
a^irrcssivc in regard to setting new schools into tlie piogiam, out you 
have to cut back the existing situation you already have. Conse^^ntly, 
you have to discourage everybody instead of cncou raging ^octy in 

a program that Congress intended to be encouraged, 1 n the ediica tional 
field, in order to give a sound and solid food program to the children 

Senator Cook. Is this not what youthinlc.it really means m 

Mr. Baetlett. That is exactly what will happen. And if I couia 
illustrate this : A. school principal has a time period in which to process 
applications for free or reduced price lunches. If this school prcncipal 
discovers that funds are going to be curtailed— and there could be some 
foot-dragging here — as a result, the children do not get fed as soon as 

th §enator Cooic. You are going to give a list of the districts thTOU^out 
the country, which are going to be materially hurt, so that the 
might know of the serious problem that exists. X think, at the same 
time, it might be helpful if you could give us a list of all the school 
districts in the United States that would have a surplus this year , that 
the TJSDA might add to that.. 

Mr. Barkett. I think it is right here. 

Could I add one other statement ? 

Senator McGovern. Go ahead. „ , . _ , , . 

Mr. Bartlett. One county in my States, which at one time was identi- 
fied as the fifth lowest per capita income county in the United States of 
the 1,000 poorest, last year had 988,500 meals served, of which 808,400 
of these were free. The entire county has in excess of 85 percent 

P °Senator Cook. That makes your 75-percent figure look pretty weak, 
does it not ? 

And^untn^Wsyear, Senator Cook, and Mr. McGovern, this school 
system has been using Title 1 of the Elementary-Secondary Education 
Act to help fund this program. So actually they would ordy lose $25,000 
this year under the proposed regulations. But 

also lose the funding that they have previously received until litle 1. 
So we will have the double problem, here, in many of our rural counties 
on funding of School bunch Program operations. 

Senator Cooic. Thank you. . . . . . 

Senator McGovern. If the Senator would yield, I might 3 ust ob- 
serve that this is hardly the way I thought Federal revenue sharing 
was supposed to operate. 

Senator McGov 'N. Senator Hart has long been^a leader in the Sen- 
ate* in the Congress, in the school lunch area, and has been the author 
of some of the principal features of this program. I would like to 
yield now to the Senator from Michigan. 

Senator Hart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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AVliiil was the figure von gave for t lie* Detroit school district. in that 
lis + i 

Mr. llAim.irrr. Senator TTnrt. that million. 

Son a tor Hart. Representing what ? 

Mr. 'RATm.Trrr. This ip the loss that that «chool svsfcm would sustain 
i f the JlH-cent rnlp applies this year as proposed bv T T SDA. 

Senator Hart. Mr. Chairman, T aplc that a letter addressed to me 
from TTownrd Briggs. the Director of the feeding urogram in the Do- 
1 roit Public Schools, he made a part of the record. Tie reacts with gon- 
tle outrage in the proposed regulations hut does not, as I read the let- 
ter. give us that figure. 

But, conscious of the burdens (hat the Detroit School District is 
carrying. T can nndersland fully the emotions that one rated on him 
"’lien he wrote tin* letter, knowing now that it is $1 million he is talk 
in*'* about . 

Senator McGovern-. "Without objection, the letter will !v» made a 
t '■'»•} of * he record.* 

Incidentally, as you know. Senator II*»»*t. Mr. Ik’'5jfr a i - epo of those 
who helped us save the special summer feeding program and brought 
about a reversal in a cutback in that program. So T hope this is a {rood 
omen. Mavlie we can get this nro<rnun saved now. too. 

Senator FT \rrr. T anpreeiate. Mr. Chairman, your mnkmg that coin' 
mein about Mr. Hripps, lie is effective. 

If yon were the pnrent of a hungry child in Detroit, you might, 
think Mr. Briggs and the rest of us were not really trying. And we 
cumulate that reaction when we discuss a regulation such as the one 
pending. 

EcnxoMv “lx” — Nrei>y Cmi.nnr.x “OrT” 



T ask tliid the record contain a second letter addressed to me hy two 
women front Grand Rapids. Mich., both of them long involved in 
the effort to incre*\se. School T^unch programs in Michigan. One para- 
«rrn?>li of it expresses a feeling that I suppose is rather widespread: 

Why lx it that when Government mcenHos ninke n mlatflke It I* umially the 
child who hurt? And yon enn he Him* If these new rcpulntionn tin through, n 

jrrent many children will suffer. This Is the year the word “economy” Ik In. and 
needy children seem to he the ones who are always nffeoted hy these economy 
i. .wps. Mnvhe It’s ltocarse ns a premnirp eronp they < the children) are not very 
effective. Since the ehildren cannot speak for themselves, we’ll Just have to do 
their lohhvlnp for them. 



I hope this will bo an effective lobbying job. The children probably 
never heard of the President. Or if they did, they do not remember 
the President promising th-* there would be no hungry children in 
America hy Thanksgiving. That promise was made on CThristrnas Eve 
in lDflO. This performance surely makes Christmas a movable feast 
and Thanksgiving very subject to change. 

Mr. Bartt.ftt. Senator Hart, if I may say, perhaps the children 
are too hungry to hear. 

Senator Hart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McGovrrn. without objection, that letter will be made a 
part of the record.** 

Mr. BARTt.irrr. Senator McGovern, I would like to note for the 
record at this time that we have several people from our orgnnizn- 

e 

2. p r 
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tion attending from the New England area. They are Miss Gertrude 
Grinev, director of the School Nutrition Programs of the Maine State 
Department of Education in Augusta, Maine; Mr. Edward D. Ryan, 
Chief, Education Field Services, State of Vermont, Department of 
Education. Montpelier, Vt.: mid Mr. George A. Bussell, director 
of Child Feeding Services, New Hampshire State Department of 
Education. Concord, X. TI. A a 

Senator McGovern Mr. Hansford, dul you have a statement ( 

STATEMENT OF BYRON HANSFORD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 

Mr. Hansford. Yes, 1 do. , 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Byron Hans- 
ford. T am the executive secretary of the Council of Chief State School 
Orticers, an organization whose* membership is made up of the chief 
State school ofiicers of all of the States and territories. . 

I appreciate tlie opportunity to appear at this hearing and discuss 
some of the problems which will be faced bv the States and local 
school districts us a result of the proposed regulations for the bedcral- 
State Child Nutritional programs. 

I could talk about the incredibly complex — and some people could 
hsiv roll fused or confusing — rpgulfttion.s. Hut, there are others here 
toclav who are much more competent- than I to do that, so I will talk 
about other issues. I could talk about the lack of meaningful dialog 
between the ITSDA and the people who implement the programs — 
and determine whether or not they will succeed — hut, that' problem 
is bettor left for another day, when we are not facing a crisis such as 
the one we have before us. 

I could talk about the rationale, logic, and need for programs to 
feod hungry children; but, are all in agreement on that. So I 
will spend a very few minutes on how I perceive the present situation, 
and what I think the almost certain consequences will be. 

Amjocated Frxns Giiossi.v Inadequate 

I believe the funds which have been allocated for this program for 
this year are grossly inadequate to meet the needs and to carry out 
the stated purpose of the program. I h lieve the proposed regulations 
put forth Ly the ITSDA are tin at tempi on their part to have their 
cake and eat it too, bv passing oil to the States amt local districts the 
responsibility for ina*kiiig up the. deficiences in the Federal funding. 
Under the circumstances, one might reasonably assume that one of 
two things might happen: either the deficiencies will be made up; or 
the children will continue to go hungry. I cun assure you that it will 
lie primarily the latter. Even where States and local districts have 
the desire and financial ability to make up for the Federal Govern- 
ment's inadequacies, the timing, as Senator Cook has said, makes it 
well nigh impossible. Budgets and tax rates were set months ugo. In 
practically every instance, legislative appropriations have l>een made, 
and in most States the legislatures have adjourned. 

T do not think it is likely flint the Governors of the respective States 
are going tcTcall their legislatures back into session to bail out the 
U Vrul Government. 
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Least Able — Hardest Hit 

I -would also like for the record to show that the States and local 
districts which are hardest hit by this inadequate funding arc those 
which are least able to raise money on their own. They are the ones 
with large numbers of poor residents and/or many poor immigrants. 
If they are forced to spend additional money to feed hungry children, 
it will be at the expense of the educational program. The prospect of 
intellectual malnutrition is as appalling to mo as is the prospect of 
physical malnutrition. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, let me say 
that I believe it is time for us to be completely honest in this matter. 
It is time for us to put all of our cards on the table. If the Government 
of the United States of America cannot afford to feed the hungry 
school children in this country, let’s say so. Let us say that this year 
we arc going to feed 7 million rather than 0 million, and then prepare 
honest and straightforward rules and regulations to implement such 
a program, rather than expecting others to bail us out. 

I, of course, believe that the additional funds necessary to fund an 
adequate program are very small in comparison to other more ques- 
tionable programs, and can well be afforded. 

Finally, I would hope and propose — as the council has in the past — 
that a mechanism be devised to provide for meaningful dialog be- 
tween the Federal officials and those who must implement the pro- 
grams. This dialog must be ongoing and must provide all parties 
time to do appropriate planning so that hungry children may be fed. 

Senator McGovern. Thank you very much, Mr. Hansford, for your 
statement. 

I cspccitdly want to commend the point you made that wo must 
close this gap between what we say we are going to do and what we 
actually do. I take it, the thrust or your point is that we are going to 
leave several million children outside tnis program if we continue 
with those regulations as presently proposed ? 

Mr. Hansford. Yes, sir. 

Senator McGovern. Thank you for your testimony. 

Thank you, Mr. Bartlett. 

Now the committee would be pleased to hear from the Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Lyng. 

Mr. Secretary, you can proceed. 

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD LYNG, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ACCO MP ANIE D BY 
MISS IS ABELLE M. KELLEY, ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMINISTRA- 
TOR; EDW ARD HERMAN, ADMINISTRATOR ; AND HERBERT 
ROREX, DIRECTOR, CHILD NUTRITION DIVISION, FOOD AND 
N U T R IT I ON SERVICE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Mr. Lyxo. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I have 
with me, on my left. Miss Isabelle Kelley, assistant deputy admin- 
istrator of the Food and Nutrition Service. On my right, Ed iTekman, 
the administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service; and Herbert 
Rorex, the director of the Child Nutrition Division of tlie Food and 
Nutrition Service. 
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I am pleased to appear before the committee today concerning the 
proposed amendments to the School Lunch regulations which we is- 
sued for public comment on August 13th. It is apparent that there 
has been considerable confusion about those proposed regulations and 
their impnet on the 1971-72 School Lunch Program. Therefore, we wel- 
come this opportunity to clarify the issues. 

Lost year— the initial year of operation under the Public Law 
91-248 amendments — resulted in substantial progress m the JNational 
School Lunch Program. In September of 1970, the month when most 

schools opened for the 1970-71 school year : .,| 

A total of 22.1 million children were being reachea with a 

school lunch. , . , , ... ,. 

A total of 4 million children were being reached with a free 

and ro.chicod-prico lunch ; and . . . . 

A total of 77,454 schools were approved for participation in the 
program. 

By April of 1971 : , . 

A total of 24.1 million children were being reached with a 

school lunch — up 9 percent over September. 

A total of 7.3 million children were being reached with a free 
and reduced-price lunch — up 3.3 million over September, or o— 

^A^total of 79,754 schools were approved for participation. At- 
tendance in these schools represented 84 percent of all elementary 
and secondary school attendance. 

That record of progress represented the combined work of local. 
State, and Federal government units, and thousands i of dedicated 
school officials and concerned local citizens — backed by the traditiona 
combination of local, State, and Federal financial support for the 

Pr T?iere l was, in fact, a sharp increase in Federal funding of s choo l 
feeding programs for 1971 — largely as a result of the administra- 
tion’s request for a supplemental appropriation of $217 million id- 
lowing approval of Public Law 91-248. . , - - - 

The amount of the direct appropriations under Sections 4 and 11 of 
the National School Lunch Act more than doubled— -from $21-.6 ; mil- 
lion in fiscal year 1970 to $429.8 million in fiscal 19<1. In addition, 
these direct appropriations were augmented by over $1«>0 million in 
special Section 32 funds — most of which was intended for free and. re- 
duced-price lunclics. This augmentation was specifically authorized 
in our 1971 appropriation act and was a very substantial increase over 
the $99 million in special Section 32 funds made available in the pre- 
vious year’s appropriation act. This level of 1971 Federal funding was 
designed to support a national average Section 4 rate of reimburse- 
ment of 5 cents per lunch and a national average rate of 30 cents under 
Section 11 for additional assistance for free and reduced-price lunches. 

I am hero today, Mr. Chairman, because the committee and a num- 
ber of States have raised a question as to whether post progress in 
the program can bo maintained in 1972 — much less additional progress 
obtained— under the 1972 Federal funding structure outlined m the 
proposed regulations the Department issued on August 13tn. 

We believe that significant additional progress is possible. In fact, 
Mr. Chairman, wo believe that our proposal presents a dramatic 
breakthrough in program fundjjj^ *. ^ . 
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First, we can avoid, the mid-year, funding uncertainties of last 
year. At that time, fund shortages in some States were threaten- 
ing the continuation of their programs while other states had 
mulions of dollars in excess funds. 

Second, there is an increase in the amount of Federal funds 
available to provide special assistance for free and reduced- 
price lunches in 1972 — about $78.8 million more than was spent 

in 1971. c, . 

Third, for the first time in the history of the program, a State 
needing to expand its program to substantially more schools and 
substantially more children — can do so without fear that such 
expansion will be at the expense of an unwarranted reduction in 
levels of assistance to already participating schools and children. 
That your committee and some States could have some very differ- 
ent- initial reaction to our proposed regulations certainly raises the 
question as to whether our proposals were, in fact, clearly stated or 

elearlv understood. . . ^ , , _ . „ 

The funding’ structure of the National School launch 1 ropram is 
complex. And it lias become more complex in the past 3 years be- 
cause our annual appropriation acts have authorized the use of some 
Section 32 funds to augment the funds directly appropriated for the 
National School launch and Child N f rition Acts. We have concluded, 
therefore, that to clarify the intent and impact of our proposed regu- 
lations, it is essential to explain the structure under which the school 
lunch programs is federally funded; to review 1971 program funding; 
the situation that would have existed if we had continued the 1971 
funding structure in 1972 ; and, finally, how our proposed 1972 fund- 
ing structure will actually work. 



The Basic Funuing Structure 

The National School Bunch Act authorize® two annual appropri- 
ations for the program — one under Section 4 of the act and one under 
Section 11. The act also specifies exactly how each of these annual 
appropriations is to be apportioned among the States. p 

Section 4 funds are apportioned among the States on the basis of the 
number of tvpe A lunches previously served by each State and tno 
relationship between rnoh State’s per-capitn income and the per-capita 
i ncomc of the United States. For fiscal 1972, the apportionment for- 
mula uses the number of tvpe A lunches served by each State 2 
years ago— in fiscal 1070. Section 11 funds arc apportioned on the 
basis of the relative number of scliool-agc children in households with 
annual incomes belo'** $4,000 that reside in each of the States. 

Thf» Section 4 funds are used to help schools buy food for the lunches 
served to nil children — to both children who pay the full price of the 
lunch and the children who receive free and reduced-price lunches. 
The Section 11 funds are used to provide additional special assistance 
for lunches served free or at a reduced-price to children who meet a 

school’s el igibilitv standards for such lunches. . . 

Both the Section 4 end 11 funds are actually disbursed to schools 
bv tlio State on the basis of an assigned pcr-lunch reimbursement rate. 
Tlie Section 4 rate is applied to all tlie lunches: the Section 11 rate ap- 
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nlies only to the free and reduced-price lunches. In the program re$u~ 
latfons, the Department- of Agriculture ^establishes “ajnmraaiBun- 
hursement rates that a State may pay under Section 4 »nd Se^ion 11* 
Thus, the actual rates of assistance a State may pav *^^lunder 
Section 4 or Section 11 depend upon two factors. (1) The amount ox 
f.mds made available to the State for Section 4 and 11 
fiscal year; and (2) the maximum per-lunch rates of assistance au 

thorized by the Department. 

Maximum Rates of Assistance 

Many people have interpreted our proposed regulations as requiring 
a reduction in the maximum rates of assistance that were in effect 

during the last school year. This is not- the case. . 

The maximum rates authorized for Section 4 and Section 11 aie. . <»t 
course, considerably higher than the rates actually paid on an nvoiag© 
basis The higher maximums permit the States, if they so elect to 
varv rates around the average — ill order to provide al-ove-avera e 
rates to the poorest schools and less-than-average rates to the affluent 

schools.^ reffulations issued last September for the 1970-71 school 
vear, the following maximum rates were authorized : 

12 cents per lunch under Section 4 ; . , , „ , „ 

30 cents in addition for each free and reduced-price lunch under 
Section 11. with a proviso that the neediest schools could receive 
an to GO cents for each free and reduced-price lunch. 

If a State determined that a school needed in excess °f 30 ceuts 
for a free and reduced -price lunch, our regulations required that 
such a school receive Section 4 assistance at the 
12 cents. The Section 11 rate could then exceed 30 cents— up to 
a maximum of 48 cents — or a total of 60 cents in combined funds. 
As you know, Mr. Chairman, and as has been brought out this 
morning, this latter provision— called the “12- cent rule —met opposi- 
tion among the States. They felt it endangered the total program be- 
cause Section 4 funds had to be diverted from tne more affluent schools 
in order to pay 12 cents in Section 4 funds to the neediest schools. 
They felt all the extra assistance for fre^and reduced-price lunches 
reqmred by the neediest schools should be financed out of funds avail- 

a ^E ff ective^i^F ebru ary c did i effect, suspend the 12-cent rute. 
We allowed States to finance the required increase in Section 4 rates 
for the neediest schools out of funds available for Section l 1 Pur^^s. 

The maximum rates of assistance we have autho^zed m the proposed 
regulations remain essentially unchanged from the 
State is still authorized to pay its neediest schools up to 60 cents for 
a free or reduced-price lunch. (A maximum rate of 50 cents ,is au- 
thorized if the school is serving a significant number of reduced-price 
lunches because it would be receiving revenues from the reduced-price 

^STp^posed amendments are concerned .with _the **“»»?* 



a vXbFe f Gnds among the States-with the average reimbursement to 
be paid on a statewide basis — not the maxim vim rates. 
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1971 Program Funding 

The 1971 appropriation act contemplated a national average Section 
4 rate of 5 cents and a national average reimbursement rate of 30 cents 
in additional assistance for free and reduced-price lunches. . 

The following amounts were provided in the 1971 appropriation 
act to finance those contemplated rates: A direct appropriation of 
$225 million in Section 4 funds and a direct appropriation of $204.7 
million in Section 11 funds. The use of $154.7 million m special Sec- 
tion 32 funds also was authorized in our appropriation act. 

A.s I indicated earlier, the National School Lunch Act specified 
how the Section 4 and Section 11 funds are to be divided among the 
States. The use of the special Section 32 funds is at the discretion of 
the Department but the appropriation act contemplated that most of 
the special Section 32 fund would be used to supplement the Section 11 

appropriation for free and reduced-price lunches. ... 

Without any experience on which to judge the impact of f ublic 
Law 91—248, the Department decided to use the special Section 32 

funds as follows : . , 

The entire amount — $154.7 million — was apportioned to States 
under the Section 11 apportionment formula. The Section 11 
formula was selected because most of these Section 32 funds 
were expected to be used for Section 11 purposes for free and 
reduced-price lunches. ... „ _ _ .. ot> 

We did give States flexibility in the use of these Section 32 
funds. In addition to using them for free and reduced-price 
lunches, they were authorized to use the funds to augment funds 
appropriated for the school breakfast program and the funds for 
equipment assistance for needy schools, especially for “no-pro- 
gram” needy schools. 

However, os we gained operating experience under Public Law 
91—248, it was apparent that that method of distributing the special 
►Section 32 funds was creating a program. It did not put the fund3 m 
the States where they were needed. By January, some States were re- 
porting that they would soon exhaust their funds; other States re- 

E orted they had a surplus in funds. By mid- April — under the cum- 
ersome and time-consuming reapportionment method — we were able 
to transfer over $30 million from States with a surplus to States with 
a deficit. But, during the period we were effecting those fund trans- 
fers, the deficit States had to operate under our assurance that we 
could obtain the release of funds from other States. _ . 

After this experience, we concluded that it would be in the best in- 
terest of all of the States if a method for distributing the available 
funds could be found that would better distribute the funds among the 
States in accordance with expected participation at the beginning of 

the school year. . 

This exploration led us to another conclusion ; one that— m our 
view — represents a real breakthrough in school lunch financing. Wo 
concluded that we needed to go beyond funding at proposed national 
average reimbursement rates of 5 cents under Section 4 and 30 cents 
under Section 11. We felt we needed to guarantee each State that— no 
matter how much it expanded its program — it could be assured that it 
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would be able to maintain a statewide average rate of 5 cents under 
Section 4: and a statewide average rate of 30 cents under Section 11. 

This is the essence of our August 13th proposal. 

States will be able to maintain average rates in excess of these guar- 
anteed average rates if they can afford to do so out of their share of 
the direct appropriation of Section 4 and 11 funds in 1972. No State 
will be asked to release any of their direct apportionments for use by 
other States. If it is true that a few fortunate States would have been 
able to maintain even higher Section 11 rates in 1972, if we had con- 
tinued last year’s method of distributing Section 32 funds. But those 
higher rates would have meant that other States might have been able 
to pay only an average of 20 to 25 cents in Section 11 assistance and 
in a few States the rate could have been below 20 cents. 

The Impact of Our Proposals 

We have a series of charts that summarize the impact of our proposed 
regulations on Section 4 and Section 11 funding. 

This first chart shows the 1971 expenditures for Section 4 and Sec- 
tion 11 purposes and the amounts provided under our annual appro- 
priation act for 1972 for these same purposes : 



Chart 


A 




FEDERAL FUNDING-NATIONAL 


SCHOOL LUNCH 


PROGRAM 


FY 1971 AND 


FY 1972 






FY 1971 


FY 1972 




(PRELIMINARY) 


(APPROPRIATION) 




MILLION DOLLARS 


REGULAR SEC. 4 APPORTIONMENT 


S225.0 


$225.0 


NEEDY SCHOOLS AND CHILDREN 






SEC. 11 APPORTIONMENT 


203.8 


237.0 


SPECIAL SEC. 32 






TO FINANCE 12-CENT-RULE 


20.8 


— 


FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCHES 


86.8 


153.2 


SUB TOTAL 


311 A 


3933 


GRAND TOTAL 


$530.4 


$615.2 



U5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

As this chart indicates, the amount of money available for Section 4 
purposes in 1972 is the same as was appropriated in 1971 — $225 million. 

There is $78.8 million more available for special assistance for free 
and reduced-price lunches than was. spent in 1971 — -$390.2 million com- 
pared to $311.4 million. 
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Fewer total lunches, and fewer free and reduced-price lunches, were 
actually served in 1971 than had been estimated in the 1971 Appropri- 
ation Act. As a result, the 1971 national average Section 4 rate was 5.9 
cents, compared with the planned rate of 5 cents. The national average 
rate for free and reduced-price lunches (Section 11) was 31.1 cents, 
compared with the planned rate of 30 cents. Additionally, substantial 
amounts of the special Section 32 funds were used for equipment 
assistance, although the appropriation act contemplated that most of 
the special Section 32 funds would be used for free and reduced-price 

1 U The^secon d chart shows the statewide average Section 4 rates that 
were paid out of the $225 million in 1971 by the 50 States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; the projected average rates that those States could 
have paid in 1972 without our proposed change in the use of the special 
Section 32 funds; and the projected average rates under our proposal: 

Chart B 

AVERAGE SECTION 4 REIMBURSEMENT RATES 
FROM $225 MILLION APPORTIONMENT 

50 STATE AGENCIES AND D.C. 



AVERAGE STATEWIDE RATE NUMBER OF STATES 



PER LUNCH 


FY 1971 


FY 1972 


(PRELIMINARY) 


WITHOUT USOA 
PROPOSAL 


WITH USDA 
PROPOSAL 


7.0 CENTS AND ABOVE 


6 


2 


2 


6.0 TO 6.9 CENTS 


9 


11 


11 


5.0 TO 5.9 CENTS 


22 


21 


38 


4.0 TO 4.9 CENTS 


12 


12 


0 


BELOW 4 CENTS 


2 


5 


O 




51 


51 


51 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

In the absence of our proposed change, 17 States were faced with 
an average statewide Section 4 rate of less than 5 cents and nve of 
these were faced with an average rate of less than 4 cents. We are 
proposing to guarantee every State a statewide average rate of 

5 cents* 

The third chart shows the same information for the Section_ 11 
rates — the special assistance for free and reduced-price lunches: The 
average statewide payments out of the $311.4 million expended for 
this purpose in 1971 ; the projected rates that would have prevailed 
in 1972 if we had not proposed a change in the distribution of specia. 
Section 32 funds; and the projected rates under our proposal. 
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Chart C 

AVERAGE REIMBURSEMENT PAYMENTS 
FOR FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCHES 

50 STATE AGENCIES AND D.C. 

AVERAGE STATEWIDE RATE NUMBER OF STATES 



PER LUfCH 


FY 1971 

(PRELIMINARY) 


FY 197 

WITHOUT USDA 
PROPOSAL 


2 

WITH USDA 
PROPOSAL 


40.0 CENTS AND ABOVE 


11 


15 


0 


35.0 TO 39.9 CENTS 


9 


8 


1 


30.0 TO 34.9 CENTS 


15 


9 


50 


25.0 TO 29.9 CENTS 


12 


7 


0 


20.0 TO 2a. 9 CENTS 


2 


9 


0 


BELOW 20 CENTS 


2 


3 


0 




51 


51 ! 


51 



U S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 



If we had continued last year’s method of distributing the $163.2 
million in special Section 32 funds, and every State used all of its Sec- 
tion 32 money for free and reduced-price lunches, 19 States could 
have faced statewide average rates of less than 30 cents for free and 
reduced-price lunches. Of these 19 States, the average rates in 12 
States could have been below 25 cents and three of t ie 12 could have 
faced an average statewide rate of less than 20 cents for each free 
and reduced-price lunch. Our proposal guarantees every State at least 
a minimum statewide rate of 30 cents for each free and. reduced-price 
lunch. 

Equipment Assistance 

Before summarizing these proposals on the distribution of avail- 
able funds, I want to comment on a second part of our August 13 
proposals — those that affect the equipment assistance funds. 

Section 5 of the Child Nutrition Act authorized Federal equipment 
assistance for schools which draw their attendance from areas in 
which poor economic conditions exist — in short, needy schools. The 
funds can be used to help needy schools which have “no, or grossly in- 
adequate” food service equipment. # . 

In 1971, a total of $15 million was, appropriated for this equipment 
assistance. But States elected to use substantial amounts of their 
special Section 32 apportionment for equipment assistance last year. 
In total, from the States now show that a total of $36.7 mil- 
lion was fail ■ equipment assistance last year. 
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Our fourth chart shows the amounts used for equipment assistance 
for needy schools in 1970 and 1971. You will note that most of these 
funds went to schools that were already operating a food service. 

Chakt D 

equipment assistance for needy schools 

SCHOOLS 

TOTAL SCHOOLS ASSISTED 
NO-PROGRAM SCHOOLS ASSISTED 

DOLLARS 

TOTAL FOR NON-FOOD ASSISTANCE S.705,170 336.697,000 

TOTAL FOR NO-PROGRAM SCHOOLS 2.799,569 9.242,966 



FY 1971 

FY 1970 (PRELIMINARY) 
7.974 15,500 

534 1,402 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 



FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 



There is no doubt that some already participating schools did have 
“grossly inadequate” equipment. But, wa now believe greater em- 
phasis should be placed on the use of these funds to bring needy no- 
program” schools into the type A program. .... 

■ 1 We are holding equipment fun ds i n 1972 to the $16.1 million au- 
thorized in bur appropriation act; We have amended our regulations 
to place a positive obligation on States to seek out — and work with— — 
needv, “no-program” schools. And, we are proposing that at least halt 
of each State’s equipment funds be held in reserve for no-program 
schools until March 1 — unless the State can demonstrate that the funds 
should be released for already participating schools at an earlier date. 

In summary, returning to our August 13th proposals on the dis- 
tribution of cash assistance funds to the States, we would want to 

emphasize these points : i . 

First, our proposals are not designed to sdve funds. We expect to 
spend all the xunds authorized in our 1972 appropriation act. _ 

Second, we have not reduced the maximum rates of assistance that 

were authorized for last year. r . , 0 - - 

Third, we will be placing a floor under Section 4 and ©ection 11 
rates on a statewide basis for the first time — a floor that, is guaranteed 
no matter how much expansion a State is able to achieve. _ _ 

Fourth, we do not believe that .we should have continued a method 
of distributing funds amon the States which — because of the vagaries 
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of statistical apportionment formulas — allowed soine fetates a u fund- 
ing’ feast” while other States suffered from a “funding famine.” 

Finally, we want to reemphasize that the National School Lunch. 
Act contemplated that the funding of the program would be a joint 
Federal, State, and local responsibility. This principle was reaffirmed 
in the Public Law 91—248 amendments. One of those amendments re- 
quired, beginning this fiscal year that all States put State tax revenues 
into the program. It also provided that States should disburse these 
tax revenues in a manner that would concentrate them on assistance 
to the neediest schools. 

Senator McGovern. Thank you, Secretary Lyng. 

Mr. Lyng, one thing puzzles me. I take it, the thrust of your 
statement is that these school lunch directors across the country, and 
others, have really misunderstood what the regulations, that you have 
promulgated, are all about. Is that a fair statement of what you have 
said ? 

Mr. Lyng. I think that they have misunderstood them, Mr. Chair- 
man. And if I may add to that, b ecause if I just leave the answer at 
that, I think it will be incomplete — I think they have partially mis- 
understood them, and I think the school lunch directors are taking 
this opportunity to indicate their dissatisfaction with the total Fed- 
eral funding of school lunches. 

Senator McGovern. Well, what I cannot understand is: How do 
you explain the fact that 37 school lunch directors — some of them 
with, experiences running to 25 years — would not be able to properly 
interpret regulations that seem to be as simple as these ? I do not un- 
derstand how the Department of Agriculture can issue a few guide- 
lines, send them out to the field, and get a unanimous rejection from 
school lunch directors all over the country. Are they really that hard 
to understand ? 

Mr. Lyng. No, I do not really think they are. I am as baffled as you 
are, Mr. Chairman. 

I am not baffled by the expressions of dissatisfaction at the amount 
of Federal funding, because in this, the school lunch directors are 
being consistent. 

Senator McGovern. I do not w^nt to leave the impression I am 
baffled at the reaction of the school lunch. directors. What I am baffled 
at is how the Department can devise regulations that can be so uni- 
versally mis un derstood, and objected to, by men and women with 
long years of experience in admir.istering this program. It seems to 
me that there must be something wrong with the regulations. 

Mr. Lyng. I suspect, Mr. Chairman, that if the regulations pro- 
vided for higher reimbursement rates, we would find that the school 
lunch directors would have a different attitude toward them. 

Regulations Are To Provide Cuts 

Senator McGovern. I think that is the key point, then. Is it not a 
fact — if we are just going to talk bluntly about this — Mr. Secretary, 
that you were really under pressure from the Office of Management 
and Pud get to cut the overall cost of this program ? This is the crucial 
fact — that it was the determining factor under which these regula- 
tions were devised ? In other words, you did not set up to carry out the 
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mandate of Congress to provide free or reduced-price lunches to every 
child. You did not have in mind the President s pledge, that Senator 
Hart referred to, at Christmas of lp-that we were gomg to feed 
every needy child in this country by Thanksgiving of lMOl But, 

. ether. what vou had in mind was pressure from the Office of Manage- 
ment ami Budget— telling you to cut the cost of this program. Is that 

11 Mr. Byno. We have not cut the cost of the program, Mr. Chairman. 
Our const! aint was the amount of money in too Appropriation Act as 

^A^mitTedVv *thnt was substantially the amount of money that had 
been requested by the administration in the budget submitted last 

j! Senator McGovern. Was it not a fact that the legislative history 
was clear, that wc wanted the program expanded? Every cation 
was that Congress would provide separate funds, if they were necessary 
to carry* out this mandate to feed hungry children, a et you have ete- 
visod regulations that make it impossible to expand the program be- 

vond its present level. Is that not a fact? , T 

’ Mr. Ltno. Well, T do not really think T could agree with that, Mr. 
Clmirman. T believe that the program thnt we have outlined, which 
gives a minimum guarantee, permits the expansion, with some knowl- 
edge on the part of the food service people, that regardless of how 
manv children they serve, they will continue to get this kind of a per 
lunch reimbursement. 

New Guidelines Winn Hat/t Program 

Sontor McGovern-. Now thnt is where the rub comes, Mr. Lyng.be- 
cniise the school directors tell us they cannot expand the program. You 
heard Mr. Bartlett — a man of great experience in running the program 
in Tennessee — and others that have stood with him, some 37 school 
lunch directors, say in effect that this new guideline brings the program 

to a screeching halt. _ . _ . , , , 

Now what they are saying, in effect, is : If they have to stay by these 
regulations there will be no expansion. Some schools will drop out 
of the program entirely ; some of them will have to retrench ; none of 
them can go forward under these guidelines, that you have sjieliedl out. 
You do not really allow any room, do you, for an expansion of the 

program^ ^ -j 5ml j cntof i j n my testimony, Mr. Chairman, this is 

undonhtcdlv creating some problems in some States. In a number of 
other States, the average appropriation under tlic formula system 
would have been disastrous, it we had used the amount set last year, 
with some States receiving far less than 30 cents. 

Senator McGovern. It might have been a disaster if wc had not had 
supplemental appropriations to permit the expansion, but the record 
was left open. The legislative record was left open so that Congress 
con! J come back and take another look at the need for additional funds 

as the program moved ahead. . . A . 

But J come back to this question again: Are wo not really talking 
about a situation in which a budget bureau— or what is now called the 
Office of Management and Budget — did they not tell you that you had 
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to cut the amount of money available to this program to a certain 
figure ? And, is that not really the crux of the matter ? 

Mr. Lyng. The Office of Management and Budget approves the 
budget before it is submitted to the Congress, and in that sense they 
have, of course, some say, as to what amount is expended here, that is 
correct. 

Senator McGovkkn. It seems to me, then, that we have the same kind 
of situation we had earlier this summer, Mr. Lyng. We had von hero 
before this committee in connection with proposed cuts in the Sum- 
mer Feeding Program. You will recall that the committee interro- 
gated you as to why these cuts were necessary ; and then a few days 
later, the money was restored. 

I am very much hopeful the same thing will happen here. With your 
influence, and with the expression of concern that has been heard hero 
this morning by these school lunch directors, you can go to your asso- 
ciates and Secretary Hardin, and to those who are calling the shots on 
the budget, and get enough money put into this program so that we 
can expand it. 

Now I think the way to do that is to change these regulations so that 
you provide a more generous level of reimbursement. And then, if we 
need additional funds, the Congress can provide supplemental appro- 
priations as we move along. 

But it seems to me, the clear thrust of the testimony of the school 
lunch directors is that if you stay with these present regulations, they 
cannot plan for any expansion. They cannot set the stage for addi- 
tional funding by the Congress, because you have devised regulations 
that make it impossible tor them to plan a true expansion of the 
School Lunch programs. 

As Senator Cook said, you are going to kill the breakfast program 
in liis State. Other school districts arc going to drop out entirely. 

So I am very hopeful that the Department will reconsider these 
regulations in the light of the pledges that both the Congress and the 
aclministration have made to these hungry children all across the 
country. 

What Was Reason for TJSDA Timing? 



Another point I want to make: Why did the Department wait until 
a few days befo e school opens to announce these new guidelines ? Is 
that, not unfair to people who havo to plan school budgets '( 

Mr. Lyng. Yes, Senator. It would be much better if we could havo 



done it earlier. 

Tho Congress passed our appropriations bill on July 22d. The Presi- 
dent signed it into law on August 10. Prior to that time, I had an- 
nounced to the American School Food Service, early in August, gen- 
erally what our regulations would he. And we published (lie proposals 
on August 1 3, three days after the President signed the Appropria- 
tions Act. We felt that it would bo improper to do it earlier than that. 

Senator McGovern. Senator Hart, do you have questions? 

Senator Hart. Mr. Chairman, vou have expressed very ably the 
hope that I share : That in view of the record here made, the revision of 
the regulations as the Chairman suggests will follow. 

One reading your summary, Mr. Secretary, might wonder why all 
11 Q n np. Yon state, correctly,’ that you are going to spend all the 107*2 
opriatioii authorizes. •a>T6r 



1776 



The flap is over the fact, as the Chairman says, that if you did not 
have those regulations, those proposed regulations, you would have 
had to spend more. And that is tne meat and potatoes. 

Conouess Says Fkko Tim Children 

This Congress says that we want to feed the children, and we say if 
co dollars will not do it, get the money out and wo will come up with 
a supplemental. 

I think that summarizes the disagreement and explains tlie outrage 
from those men and women who are attempting to feed the children. 

Senator MoGovunx. Thank you. 

Senator Cook * 

Senator Cook. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, either wlmt I have said previous to your testimony is 
totally wrong and it will be proven wrong — in which event I will 
send you a letter of apology; or what you have said is going to be 
proven wrong — in relation to Mr. Bartlett’s testimony — in which event 
you won’t have to apologize to anybody because all the State school 
food service directors will chew you up and spit you out. Also the 
other school superintendents and school boards all over the country 
will do likewise. 



No Knowledge of PitorosKD Changes 



But here is the problem that I have. Not having heard from the 
Department of Agriculture that this was proposed or that this was 
anticipated ; and hearing only from the people in my own State who 
are "oing to he directly affected, I am faced with much difficulty to 
answer this question. Here is what Mr. Bevins says in his letter. 

At a meeting of State School Food Service Directors and USDA officials in 
Atlanta Georgia, during the week of August 23, 1971 , the announcement was 
made that no additional funds other than those available as a result of Public 
Daw 92-32 were available to continue the Breakfast program during fiscal year 
] 9 Y«» Tills was quite a shock to me ns director of the School Food Services for 
Kentucky and a fear that consternation would reign among local school officials 
In more than r»00 schools should It be necessary to cancel the Breakfast programs 
at the end of September 3971. Public I„uw €2-32 will provide only sufficient funds 
for the months of August and September combined for School Breakfast. 



Now, how do T answer that question or that proposal that this, in 

fact, would he true? .. 

Mr. By no. Senator Cook. I do not have before me the figures that 
show how much the State of Kentucky ti a ns furred from Section 32 
to school breakfast, hut we will get that for you very quickly.* 



Aunrn information by seosktaky lvxo 

T do have figures that would indicate flint last year the State of Ken- 
tucky had an average reimbursement for Section 4 of i .3 cents per 
school lunch, and an average of Section 11 reimbursement rate of 31. < 
cents. That under this proposal will be slightly lowered to a projected 
rate* of 6 cents average for Section 4 and 30 cents for Section 11. 

Kentucky was one of those States that would have been considered 
one of the ‘favored States under the previous allotment formula. 



paragraph below. 
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Senator Cook. Nowi will there be Section 32 funds that will make 
up this difference, under the proposal that you have set forth ? 

Mr. Ltno. There will be Section 32 funds included in those mini- 
mum rates that I am referring to. 

In addition to that, we have $25 million this year for school break- 
fasts, which is up $13 million over last year, and should reduce the 
need for Section 32 funds. So I am hopeful that Kentucky will not 
lose as much as you are indicating. 

However, this will all depend on bow much of the Section 32 funds 
were transferred, because it could »je that Kentucky, if they trans- 
ferred a heavy enough amount would still have difficulty in getting 
that much from the apportionment formula for school breakfasts 
under the lino item budget. We will get those figures to you as 
quickly as possible and include them for the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cook. I would like them very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I would also like to have inserted in the record a letter from Mrs. 
Davis, the Food Service Director of the Todd County Board of Edu- 
cation ill Elkton, Ky. # . 

Senator McGovern. Without objection, the letter will be made a 
part of the record.** 

Senator Cook. Also the letter from Mr. Bevins, who is the director 
of the Division of S line 1 F->od Service. 

Senator McGovern, Without objection, that letter will also be made 
a part of the record.** 

Senator Cook. Because these problems are represented here and, ob- 
viously, if suitable answers can be given, then conceivably wliat you 
are really attempting to do is to see to it that there is, at all times, a 
cost factor allocation to the States. Not a factor that allows a State to 
build up a surplus. That what, in effect, you might be doing — if you 
•re successful in this effort — is to see to it that it is on a kina of pay- 
as-you-go basis rather than to have a number of States .who . wind up 
with a material surplus in this jirogram. Am I correct in this, or am 
I not? 

Just Trying To Divide Available Funds 

Mr. Lyng. Yes, that is correct. And we have this problem, too, that 
under a statutory formula system of allocating funds, where you have 
States that do not use the money and also States that need it and 
receive reallocated funds, in the following year when wo allocate 
again, under tl" statutorv formula, wo have a problem of cutting 
back the State that has done a particularly good ]ob with reallocated 
funds. We have, in fact, used Section 32 funds somewhat arbitrarily 
to maintain the programs where they are going, not based upon the 
formula as it existed. And this is part of the very confused funding 
arrangement that we have had in school lunch and school breakfast. 

We are hoping that we can move away from that, and I believe that 
the School Food Service people, the State school lunch directors would 
welcome this kind of a change, provided we would have a sufficient 
amount of money. 




•See added Information by Secretary Lynp, p. 1776. 
Appendix 2 , p. 1863. 
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And I recognize their problem, because they have a very grave one. 
And we have gotten along quite well with these people. 

We aro ?fmptv trying to divide up. the amount of available funds 
in the most equitable way possible without being a j.e ro give 

all the funds that they would like to have. 

Cook. Well, I hope that you are correct. . . 

I did get a feeling, from conversations with my colleagues, ’J™”* 
effect th^e regulations may. ... oi s.eli a Mrin^nalgre ttatov^ 
if supplemental appropriations were. mane, 't ^rould be difficult t 

W °i with 

very questionable in my mind tlmt we could 91 V'^lnTe into conside^ 
any regulations that, would not be broad enough to l alee mto consider 
ation supplemental funds, and the direct appropriation of those sup 
nlemental funds that Congress would make available to this pio 
g ram if it saw fit, in its judgment, to make such a supplement 

am sure, Senator, if there were additional funds, that 
the proposed regulations could accommodate them. 

Senator Cook. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. . 

Senator McGovern. Thank you. Mr. Secretary. We appreciate you 
and your colleagues being here before the committee tod ay. . 

Our final witness is an important witness, Miss Josephine Martin* 
who is the chief consultant of the School Food L Service > program, 
Georgia State Department of Education, and Miss Martin is also 
chairman of the Legislative Committee of the American School Foo 

I think every one on this committee and others recognize her as an 

whole school lunch field. 
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expert with great experience in this whole school lunch field, 
go we are pleased to hear your testimony, Miss Martm. 

STATEMENT OF MISS JOSEPHINE MARTIN, ADMINISTRATOR, 
SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION; AND, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE. 
AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION 

Miss Martin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. s, to mv 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, in addition to y 
statement that I would like to file for the recoid _o ay S j n 

to file a statement from my State Supermtendent .Tack _P. N . . 
dition to being State Superintendent of Schools in G^rgia, Mr. ^^ is 
Coordinator of the School Lunch Committee of the Counse L of Chief 
State School Officers. He was sorry that he could not be here today, 
but did wish to have his statement filed with the Committee. 

Senator McGovern. The statement will be made a part of the 

record.* 

Miss Martin. Thank yon, sir. . . , - f1 ,_ QpKnni 

My name is Josephine Martin, and I am Administrator of the i School 
Food Service program of the Georgia Department of Education.! 
am also Chairman of the Legislative Committee of American School 
Food Service Association. 



•Sec Appendix 2, p. 1803. 
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In Georgia, we do serve 83 percent of all the children in school. Our 
number 01 lunches being served to economically needy children in- 
creased from 149,000 in September of 1970 to 290,000 in April of 1971. 

But I am not representing Georgia today. . . 

Today I represent the American School Food Service Association, 
an organization of 50,000 professional school food service people; an 
organization dedicated to the concept of lunches for all children; an 
organization tlwt perceived Public Law 91—248 as a mandate from the 
President and rrom Congress to provide lunches to all needy children 
in America - ' s> schools. 



Crisis Developed by TJSDA’s Regulations 

We thank vou for focusing attention on the problem today. 

Since Public Law 91—248 T as signed by the President in May 1970, 
we have worked diligently to fulfill that mandate, but we now face a 
crisis — a crisis developed by the USDA’s proposed regulations for 
administering School Lunch programs. The regulations are restrictive, 
provide inadequate f unds, and are not clear. .. , ~ . 1T , 

In my judgment this is the most serious crisis faced by School Lunch 
since the passage of the Act in 1946. The regulations if implemented 
will negate much of the progress made in the last 25 years. On lues- 
day of last week, principals in one south Georgia county were saying, 
“We will have to close our lunchrooms; we cannot operate on the 
limited funds.” And yet these are the principals along with hundreds 
cf others with tlic same sentiment that brought lunches to children. 

for the first time in the sixties. . 

They say it is a woman’s privilege to change her mind, and for a 
moment I wc lid like to depart from my statement and react to com- 
ments that Secretary Lyng made. . . , 

In his first paragraph, ne indicated that there was confusion. And 
I will agree, maybe there is. If there is something that we do not 
understand, we would surely like to, because as practitioners in the 
school food service field, we know wnat it costs to put a meal on the 
table, and we know that we cannot do it for 35 cents in any State in 
this Nation. So we think there is some confusion. And if there is a 
magic way in which we could serve lunches for 35 cents, meet minimum 
wages, price freezes, and all of thc3e things, we would surely welcome 
some practical suggestions on how to do this. 

I also notice that in the Secretary’s comments, that we have had 
approximately a 10 percent increase in the number of lunches that 
were served last year; and hopefully we would have another 10 per- 
cent this year. And yet, the amount of money that is added to the ap- 
propriation is a mere $78.8 million. 



Need $180 Million" To Sustain 35-Cent Rate 

Now a bit of quick calculation while the Secretary was talking 
indicated to me that there would need to be $180 million to sustain 
even the 35-cent rate of reimbursement. And we are already agreeing 

that that is not adequate. , . . ^ . 

Senator McGovern. Miss -Martin, I wonder if I could interrupt you 
■ ijV. this point, because I think you are really getting to the crux of the 
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Un&t year when this matter was under debate on the Senate floor. 
Senator Hart and I cosponsored an effort to try to increase the fund- 
ing of the program. We asked that the Section 4 funds be increased 
to '$885 million, and that Section 11 funds be increased to $600 million. 

Now at that time, the Department of Agriculture said that they did 
not need additional funds, that we could continue an expanded pro- 
gram and reach all the needy children without that large an 
appropriation. 

Does that not indicate to you that this whole matter of the new 
regulations is really an effort to try to squeeze the program into a 
budget that is too small ? ... 

Miss Martin. It certainly appears to me that that is the situation. 
Senator. And I think that Mr. Lyng made the statement- -and I do 
not want to misquote him — but I think he said that they had attempted 
to devise a way to divide the funds available on an equitable basis, 
and by attempting this, 304-5, appears to be their definition of an 
equitable basis. 

But our contention is not with the 30 and the five. Our conten- 
tion is that the money is not adequate to do the job that Congi’ess 
has mandated, and not only that Congress has mandated, but the 
thing that is right for the children of this country. 

There are several other comments that I would like to make. 

We appreciate the fact that the regulations do make an attempt for 
adjustments to be made midyear, and the Secretary indicated that 
they would avoid the midyear funding uncertainties with these 
regulations. 

Funding Uncertainties Are Now — Nor Midyear 

Our reaction to that proposal is that problems will begin in Sep- 
tember. We will not have the uncertainties all year long ; they begin 
right now. We do not have the money to do the job now. 

Another reaction that I would like to make to the Secretary’s state- 
ment — he indicated that the State directors did react rather violently 
last year to the 12-cent rule, and this is true. But the reason that we 
reacted violently to the 12-cent rule was that it mandated that we 
pay 12 cents from Section 4 funds for all lunches. We wished to be 
able to pay a lower rate for paid lunches and a higher rate for free 
lunches. But we were not permitted to do that because the regula- 
tions required that wo pay the same rate from Section 4 for all lunches 
and that we pay 12 cents for all lunches from Section 4 funds before 
we could pay above 30 cents. 

So our reaction to the 12-cent rule was in the interest of providing 
lunches to economically needy children and not paying higher rates 
for the paying children. 

Senator McGovern. Well, now. Miss Martin, in that connection, 
t OU have said that you were told by the Department to implement 
higher eligibility standards. In other words, to broaden the scope and 
effectiveness of the program. Did those instructions carry any indica- 
tion on how you were going to support such expanded standards ? 

Miss Martin. No, sir. The Secretary’s income poverty guideline 
was released to us in June, I believe, or maybe even late May of this 

>>40 



1781 



year, and for that, we were very grateful, because local school people 

need the income poverty guideline earlier. . , , 

As the Secretary’s income poverty guideline did increase the stand- 
ard for free and reduced-price lunches, most States were quick o 
respond to this. They got this information out to the local school 
districts, assuming that there would be sufficient moneys forthcoming 
to finance the addftional free and reduced-price lunches. And probably 
we acted too hastily because we advised our school people m Georgia 
that this announcement should be made 2 weeks before school started. 
Thus we could start serving lunches the day children came to school. 



Other Sources Withdrew Funds 

But unfortunately, after that announcement came out, we had these 
proposed regulations, which have really created trauma, a dilemma : 
The publicity surrounding the appropriations for the child nutrition 
programs indicated that tnere would be more money available. And 
many States and local school districts that had previously been getting 
funds from Title I, OEO, model cities, et cetera, to help finance^ the 
School Food Service Program, suddenly found these moneys had been 

withdrawn and they did not have that help. . 

The only help they will have this year is the 35 or 36 or 37 cents in 

lower-per-capita-income States to finance the program. 

Now, if I may go back to my testimony — and I am not going to read 
some of it since I have inserted these remarks — much progress has 
been made in school food service in the past decade. feel that we 
have the legislative framework now to do the job that Congress, the 

public, and the President has mandated that we do. 

An d we are grateful to the Congress for the sound legislation for 
school food service programs. It provides a framework for the States 
and local school systems to achieve the task so beautifully stated by 
President Nixon in May 1970, “To put an end to hunger in America s 
schoolrooms.” Although we did not quite achieve the President s goal 
of having a lunch for every eligible child by Thanksgiving Bay, 1970, 

tremendous gains were made. _ XT . ... 

We have had tremendous support from the Food and Nutrition 
Service of the Department of Agriculture. Mr. Hekman and his staff 
have given us every assurance of their intent to implement the pro- 
gram. State and local school systems geared up to fulfill the commit- 
ment of Congress and the President’s desire. Surely with the mo- 
mentum established by May 1971, wo would meet that Thanksgiving 
Dav promise bv November 1971. 

But, alas, something has happened. The proposed regulations re- 
leased August 13, 1971, could only mean regression. Because of the 
lateness of the regulations, most States and local school ^districts mcl 
their plans made by August 1 to continue the program in September 

that was in effect June 30. _ ... - , . 

But, this is not to be if the proposed regulations become effective. 
The amount of funds available per meal has been reduced from 42 
cents to 35 cents; spending restrictions will prohibit expansion, and 
yet we are told to “implement higher eligibility standards ; transfer 
authority between programs has been eliminated. 
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This is the big problem in Kentucky, where they are not able to use 
the Section 32 money for breakfast. 

USD A Mandates Impossible Conditions 

We are all aware of the national economic crises, and the need to 
reduce Federal spending. Our question as educators and school food 
service personnel is, “How do we resolve this dilemma?” We are man- 
dated by USD A regulations to provide lunches to all eligible children, 
and by the proposed regulations we are allowed 35 cents per meal wioh 

which to fulfill that commitment. , • _ 

When the Secretary was speaking earlier about program expansion, 
he indicated that we would be able to expand as long as we did it 
within tlm framework of the apportionment to the on^^ Tf ^niild 
amount of money apportioned to the States will be 304-5. J fc 
appear to me, then, if we had a school district that had a y 
high food cost and, say, they fed 500 children and their I°° d g7 t 
was 60 cents, it would be possible under these regulations fo* a State 
to pay 60 cents per meal. But by the same token, we^ would have to 
pay zero rates to 500 children oyer in another school district in ord 

to pay 60 cents to one school district. 

The national average cost of producing a meal is around o0 c n . 

The price freeze prohibits increases in sale prices to pick up any 

slack. These school administrators are perplexed. , i 

The proposed regulations are being delivered at a time when local 
and State school boards are faced with mandates to reduce spending, 
when budgets are already approved for the 1972 school year, when 
Legislatures are not in session. The Congress lias indicated its ex 
pectation of the States by including the State matching requirements 
m 91-248, and I believe that all States have conscientiously tried to 

meet the matching requirements of 91-248. 

As I recall, during the hearings on 91-248, there was debate on the 
congressional floors indicating thot Congress did not feel that y 

were mandating free and reduceu -price lunches to all economic, y 
needv children, that they could require States to pay part of the cos , 
and ‘for that reason there were not matching requirements based on 
Section 11 funds; only the m o/ hing requirements which the Secre- 
tary referred to were placed on tion 4 funds. 

USDA-Fstarlisiied Base — Unrealistic 

The proposed regulations provide for Section 32 funds to be used 
for Section 4 purposes in those States that earn less than 5 cents per 
meal bv tlie formula provided in the National School Lunch Act. ine 
regulations prohibit States with low-per-capita-mcome from receiving 
Section 32 funds for Section 4 purposes, that is until the earned ap- 
portionment has been paid at the rate of o cents per meal. L ^D 
proposes to establish a base for paid meals and a base for free and 
reduced-price meals. States would have to exceed this base before Sec- 
tion 32 funds could be earned. States with high participation m 1970- 
71 would find it more difficult to reach the base and in many instances 
would never reach the base. 
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For example, in Georgia, we have been told (hat when we served 
approximately 150 million meals in 1970— 7l t it would be necessary to 
serve 193 million meals before we could qualify for any of the Section 
32 money for Section 4 purposes. 

This regulatory provision to use Section 32 funds for general cash 
for food assistance purposes will help States that have highest per 
capita income. During appropriations hearings, it was implied tlv't 
the $225 million requested by the administration was adequate to as- 
sure an average of 5 cents from Section 4 funds. This was done not- 
withstanding the fact that on March 9, 1970, authority was granted 
by USD A to the States to use Section 32 funds for Section 4 pur- 
poses in order to provide needed funds for certain school districts that 
would otherwise be unable to provide free lunches for their children ; 
notwithstanding the fact that national participation figures were re- 
flecting a sizable increase in meals served. 

The March 9th authority was necessary in order that States could 
exceed the 30-cent limit for free lunches specified in the regulations. 
The regulations provided that when Section 4 rates were 12 cents per 
meal, we could pay above 30 cents, but not more than 48 cents from 
Section 11 funds for free and reduced lunches. Section 4 funds were 
allocated at the rate of 5 cents average nationwide. 

The key to the authority was the recognition by USD A in March 
1970 that Section 4 funds were insufficient to do the job. The State 
directors were on record with USDA as early as September 1970, 
asking that the 12-cent rule be rescinded, but no relief was given until 
March 1971. Uven then regulations were written in such a wary that 
the States were required to pay 12 cents for all meals from Section 
4 before exceeding 30 cents irom Section 11 for free lunches. 

Regulations Inhibit Program Growth: 

If the authority eventually granted Mar^n 9 had existed Septem- 
ber 1, 1970, I predict that at least twice as much Section 32 money 
would have been required for Section 4 purposes. I predict also that 
more needy children would have been fed earlier in the year. But just 
as the proposed regulations will inhibit the program growth in 1971— 
72, the regulations of 1970—71 prohibited growth. 

As an example, our rate of reimbursement in Georgia for the month 
of September was only 32.3 cents per meal for free and reduced-price 
lunch . Our rate of reimbursement for free and reduced-price lunches 
in May was 42 cents. Once we had the authority and we had the as- 
surance that moneys would be available, the States paid the 42 cents. 

And I would hasten to add that before any rates of reimbursement 
arc assigned, that a careful study is made of a school’s financial status 
to assure that the money is going to schools that need this to serve 
children. And any time there is a school with a balance that indi- 
cates that it could even be slightly excessive, they are not given higher 
rates of reimbursement until they use their moneys. So I contend that 
if we had had the authority in early September, in early 1970, that 
the rates would have been much higher than the average rate. 

For this reason, I would hope that the Department of Agriculture 
would base their average rates on April and May rather than the en- 
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tire school year, because the picture for the entire school year is dis- 
torted by the regulations that we had to live under last year. 

One reason that States started out with low rates last year was that 
most States were unsure of the impact of the Secretary’s income policy 
guidelines in participation. Although the guidelines were mandatory 
January 1, 1971, the peak month nationally for free and reduced meals 
was March. We did not reach our peak until April. Because of the age- 
old mandate to live within the budget and the restrictions relating to 
transfer, States established the rates early in the 1970—71 year that 
could be maintained within the allocation. A number of States are 
prohibited by State law from assigning rates that will require more 
monev than allocated to the States. 

I liave gone back over the 1970-71 situation simply to place in 
proper perspective the Section 32 and Section 11 funds used for 
flinches last year, as USDA appears to have used this history in de- 
termining the levels for payment in the proposed regulations. 

It would appear from the proposed regulations that only Section 4 
and Section 11 funds would be apportioned to the States. The pro- 
posed regulations Sections 210.11(1) and D(l) prescribe that the 
States establish rates at a level that will permit reimbursement for 
the total number of meals to be served during the fiscal year within 
the apportionment to the States. This provision seems to be in con- 
flict with 210.4(f), which prescribes the way that Section 32 moneys 
can be used. However, if this regulation is implemented as written, 
USDA would have no reason to use any Section 32 moneys as the 
States would only receive Section 4 and 'Section 11 funds and would 
be required to use the funds at a rate to cover all meals for the year. 
It would then appear that Congress has made funds available which 
may never be spent, and yet Congress has indicated by statutory pro- 
visions that children would be fed and that funds will be available. 



Intent Is To Limit Use 

The apparent intent of the proposed regulations is to limit the use 
of Section 32 funds to reimbursement for lunches as no provisions are 
made for transfer authority. Many States in 1970-71 used Section 32 
funds for breakfast expansion as Section 32 was provided as a bloc 
grant to be used where needed in the individual States for expanding 
programs to eligible needy children. . 

According to Mr. Bevins, State director m Kentucky, more than 
500 breakfast programs were established in Kentucky in 1970-71; 
more than $1.5 million were transferred from the Section 32 “bloc 

grant” to support the program. . , , , . 

Mr Bevins projects that the $400,000 allocation from school break- 
fast funds will be exhausted by late September or— he said the first 
week of October. He said in your letter late September— and breakfast 
programs will be forced to close unless the transfer authority is written 

into the regulations. , „ , . . 

States have been advised by USDA that the breakfast appropriations 
are adequate only to annualize the breakfast programs in operation in 
spring 1971. 
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"Wo received & memoi'andum for USD A. dated September 1, 'which, 
states : 



Any expansion of the breakfast program must be held to that which is possible 
within the States’ apportionment of $18.5 million. If a State can take on addi- 
tional programs within its share of the $18,5 million, it will be permissible to do 
so. It is planned to allocate additional funds out of the $6.5 mill .on, or the $o 
million, those States demonstrating the need for these funds to maintain their 



program at the April level. 

Although Congress authorized $38 million for nonfood assistance 
in 1971, the appropriation was only $16 million. However, the transfer 
authority relating to Section 32 funds made it possible for States to 
provide facilities and to update facilities to meet the needs of a rapidly 
expanding food program. Most facilities throughout this country were 
designed for 40 to 50 percent participation, and Public Law 91-248 
helped participation to reach new peaks of 95 and even 100 percent in 
many schools throughout the United States. To meet the demands in 
Georgia of the reorganized schools, local districts will need $1 million 
a year for several years to update facilities. The allocation for nonfood 
assistance is less than $400,000. 

The provision for using Section 32 funds in the State.s with the 
highest per capita income places a tremendous responsibility even on 
the wealthier States. They may gain a penny or a penny and a half 
more under this provision, but their food production costs, their meal 
production costs are among the highest in the country. So the deficit 
in those State will still be very large. 



USDA’s Prerogative Doubted 



"We seriously wonder if it is within the prerogative of USDA to 
implement a regulation that would have the net effect of circumventing 
the formula for allocating the Section 4 funds — which is prescribed in 
the National School Lunch Act. Restrictive criteria in the proposed 
regulations make it almost impossible for schools to receive more than 
35 to 38 cents per meal regardless of cost. The requirements specify as 
criteria for qualifying for more than 35 cents per meal, xhese are 
spelled out. 

One of the criteria in the regulations say that a schc i must have a 
higher production cost than typical in the State. 

Now I ask, if the production costs for 99 percent of the schools is 
45 cents, and 1 percent is 50 cents, then 99 percent of the schools within 
the State would qualify for only 35 cents, which leaves a 10-cent de- 
ficit. Good business management would dictate that a school should 
not use its entire reserve, and yet one of the requirements for qualify- 
ing for a higher-than-30-cent rate of reimbursement indicates that a 
school must have plans to use its entire balance during that school 
year, and we do not think this is sound business, to recommend that 
schools end up the year with a zero balance. 

I wish to share with you the monetary losses projected in various 
States and school system as a result of the proposed spending formula. 

Chatham County, Ga., would receive $y 9,000 less; East St. Louis 
in Illinois, $140,000 less; the State of Oklahoma, $875,000 less; Dade 
County, Fla., $582,880 less; Jefferson County, Ky., $423,000 less. 






The projected State loss in Florida is $3.-1 million. In Georgia the 
loss is projected between $3 and $4 million. 

Oklahoma reports its meal costs at 41.8 cents per meal, which will 
result in u loss of 0.8 cents for each meal served. 

The net loss in Georgia will bo 7.4 cents per meal. It would be higher 
than that, but we do nave some State money which brings our loss 
down to 7.4 cents. 

ITow Many Can Piioviok 35-Cknt Punch? 

With the restrictive payment provisions, we seriously question how 
schools without facilities will finance purchase of complete meals when 
they exceed 35 cents. And yet the administration lias been extremely 
anxious to have the private sector involved in school food services. I 
am wondering how many members of private industry will be able 
to provide a lunch for 35 cents. 

In our judgment, school food service programs in all States will be 
adversely alFected by the regulations. Even though the wealthier 
States will be guaranteed more funds than ever before, those funds 
are not adequate as the production costs are higher. ^ 

We did not have the regulations, as has been indicated, when the 
State directors met in Minneapolis. Therefore, the American School 
I*' oml Service Association called together an ad hoc commit l >*e. of State 
directors, major-city directors, and consultants, t,o analyze the regula- 
tions, to determine their impact on the school food service programs 
across the nation. You have received a copy cf the suggestions from 
that committee, so I shall not take time to read the specific recom- 
mendations, but they are entered and included as a part of my 
statement. 

Xow in closing. I would like to, I guess, philosophize a wee bit. 

At the dawn of a new school year, the proposed regulations have 
replaced hope with confusion, optimism with pessimism, direction 
with indirection. But wo cannot afford the luxury of a setback; we 
must move forward to our goal of putting an end to hunger in Amer- 
ica's schoolrooms. 

And it is in this spirit that I testify today. The Congress, the Presi- 
dent, the United States Department of Agriculture havo made com- 
mitments. and USDA out raced with the need to establish priorities 
in the face of the economic crises, has proposed certain regulations 
that would result in dollar savings and children’s losses. We. there- 
fore, earnestly request, of the Congress of the United Ptntes that you 
n sic USDA to withhold the proposed regulations and permit, the 
States to continue operating child nutrition programs undo . xisting 
regulations until more realistic regulations can bo drafted. Wo nsfc 
that adequate funds be provided to permit the sehools to fulfill tlio 
mandate. 

School administrator's and educators are concerned oyer the eco- 
nomic crises and would welcome realistic regulations with manage- 
ment controls to nrotect the integrity of the funds and «x nssurc im- 
plementation of the provisions of Public Law 91— 248. 

Alwats the Ohit.d First 

The theme of the American School Food Service Association vs 
^Always the child first.” Will you use your influence to establish pel- 
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oritk-B on spending that reflect this theme, “Always the child fiiBt ? 

In behalf of the American School r ood Service Assocnition 1 wish 
to thank you for this opportunity to appear before the Senate Select 
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

(Tlio prepared statement follows :) 

PRKPARBD STATEMENT OF JOSEPHINE MARTIN 

. je- 

SI“: Ibc concept of lunch.., tor nil chlWren^nn 
:ioS n . , .“d , tS^ h Prov!‘': 'lunchLVto^U eWWrcn In America’, 

school*. sn-'MH % nod bv the President In May 1070. we have 

guh^ 

grains. 1 The^regulutlons are restrictive, provide Inadequate funds, and ore not 

Cl0 Tn’ mv iudrment this is the roost serious crisis faced by school lunch since the 
1 Ari In 104B The reinilatlonB If Implemented will negate much of 

sTSaHSss 

;:T,r.nmnrX r Sro"Lt«\'!rn' Urn «»£ ™«U£t*?hS U.n^hS toe'hll- 

<lr Much proK^OTHWs made hf school food service in the past decade. In the late 
no?, wf-n Martin Garber was administrator of the TTSD A Agency that adminis- 
tered sc "ool lunch programs, a new image began to appear School lunch began 
to move out of education’s basement. President Kennedy a first Executive Cycler 
included hope for child feeding programs and this inspired a new interest In 
lunches to the needy children. The National School Lunch Act was revised In 

rhetoric was necessary before drastic changes could occur. Tlie ESEA 
Act of the mid-sixties permitted funds to be used for free lunches and for the 
first time teachers and school administrators had a chance to seo a miracle— a 
miracle at school because of food. Why. they said. “l ood brought children to 
school and kept them in school and helped them to learn better. 

Tlie story quickly expands; the Child Nutrition Act of 106ft wa** passed which 
established the breakfast program and placed the special school milk program 
on a permanent basis. It authorised assistance to help schools with large num- 
ber* of poor children to purchase needed equipment. . , 

\nc finally PL 01-218 (Amendments to National School Lunch Act and O.illti 
Nutrition Act) was passed. The Congress Indicated by this law that iinch should 
he the right of every eligible child and furthermore authorized the Secretary of 
Agriculture to establish eligibility standards (Income Poverty Guidelines )• 

To finance this nil* l«r commitment, PL 01-2*18 contained an open-end funding 
nrovlshii stud also l>oi . dsslmi for slates to pay the full cost of the meal (within 
a reasonable limit). Restrictive provisions of the regulations we re re m ov od and 
thus it became possible for school systems which pi cv(ousl> had no dtlUeiy 
system to uiillzo private industry to deliver food to children. 

The Congress, again expressed a commitment to finance the program by 
authorizing use of Section 32 funds for breakfast, lunch, equipment, as states 

h, The n Co l ngre^hroug!i PL 02-32 passed In .Time. 1071. reemphasized Its com- 
mitment for breakfast by extending the program for two .'i/Horal 

and breakfast bv authorizing the Secretary to use up to $100,000,000 additional 
Section^ 32 dollars in fiscal : ear 3072 for lunch and breakfast. Congress further 
MiifhorizM tlie payment of 10091' of breakfast costs. , . 

Mr. Chairmen, w * are humbly grateful for the soun ' legislation for school 
fo(v*i service programs. It provides a framework for the states and locals ’hool 
systems to achieve the task so beautifully stated by President Nixon in May. 
1970 “to put an end to hunger in America’s school rooms. Although, we did 
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not quite achieve il.c Pn-HldtulV Ronl of having n lunch for every eligible c-MId 

WSaS'nS NwVJK^vi^ wnf^XSl •« the United States Popart- 
1 1( !. * r , , )lir aI1< i stu!!lii 4r brtfiin tlmt woiilrt provide leadership to intph*- 

In,,, ii n n urivil m f the la w Mn Kdwnrd Helena., and his staff pave every 

""'.h " *’, 1.1 " Iv i Sn, S Son. llmw <-t l>„. InM.ws ; of the r, ;E ,Ua. Inn«. 

Sh.V tf.t. i i.Jl t.K-il srtlool tll.l riots Im.l .hrfr mn.lo by AuRO.t 1 to on,,. 

TSft-™n.?th,.ri.y bonv'oon l>m C r„n,s l„,s I -on 
0l, \Ve n^o^ill aware of the imtiona. enmomlc crises, and the need to reduce f?<l- 

r>0 The price freeze prohibits Increases In sale prices to pick ..p any slack. The 

T^rLoVo^ byl""'"^ 

rnmiircmontb In IT. M- 2 - 18 . nnd I bellcvo that nil .files have conselentlously tried 

32 fund. t. be n.ed for Section 

4 purposes In those states that earn less thnn 5 cents per meal tyy . • rj. 

nrovlilerT In the National School Punch Act. The regulations prohibit states wit . 
w- \VoV > - nlta Income from receiving Section 32 funds for Section 4 purposes, that 
r«Am tho'enrnecTnpporHomrujnt h„. been pnld at the into of It cent. per meM. 

l ^V nrono«es to establish a base for paid meals and a base for free and reduced 
nr k^.' II /ends .° St n teswo ul d have to exceed the bases before Section 32 funds could 
be earned. States with high participation In 1070-71 woal ^ “ ore difficn t 

to reach the base nnd in many Instances would never reach the base. , , 

SSJSf^ESSS SS SSSSTtSS^SSS 

done The ’ USHSS oS 

assuie « I, i. , \TO I nii'tliorit*v was granted bv USDA to states to use Section 32 funds 
?or Section^ 4 pur ises in order^o" rovl/e needed funds for certain school districts 
tn, f would otherwise b- unable to provide free lunches for fheir children; not- 
wltl. standing the fact that national rnrtlclpntloi. figures were redacting a size- 

” * T1 ic Mi ?r< 1 •' *0 ! 'in 1 1 1 uud ^ v°w n s necessary In order that states could exceed the 
mVenis iini't for froe lunches j.ocillcd in the regulations. T* - regulations pro- 
*v?.led t h i it w i.en Sect Ion 4 rn t es were 12 cents per meal, state*, could pay above 
*t0 cents but not more than 48 cents from Section 11 funds for free and reduced 
hmchcJ Section 4 ft.nds were allocated at a rate of H cents average nntionw.div 
The kev to this authority was the recognitlou by USDA that a 

were insufncSont to do the Job. The state directors were on record wltli USDA 
n, r. lv lIs Slombor. 1970 asking that the 12 cent rule be re^lnded hut no 
relief was given until March. 3971. Even then, regulations were written In i ' 
a wav that states were required ^o pay 12 cents for n.l meals from Section 1 be- 
fore exceeding 30 cents from Section 11 for free lunches. ^ , <v ™ 

Tf the autliorltv eventually granted March 9 had existed £ >efl * e ®*’ er 
I predict that at least twice ns much Section 32 money would have b°en r,,, in!rcd 
for Section 4 purposes. 7 predict that also mora needy children would have been 
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foil earlier In the year. Just ns the proposed regulations will inhibit program 
growth in 1971-72, the regulations of' 1970-71 prohibited growth. 

Therefore, the fund usage in 1970-71 was greatly distorted by the restrictions 
of the regulations and tlie lateness of firm allocations. Most states were unsure 
of the impact of the Secretary’s Income Poverty < Snide* ines oil pa r tieipat ion. 
Although the guidelines were mandatory January 1, 1971, the peak month na- 
tionally for free unci reduced meals was March. Georgia did not reach its peak 
for free and reduced lunches until April. Because of the age old mandate to live 
within the budget, and the restrictions relating to transfer, states established 
nites early in the 1970-71 year that could be maintained within the allocation. A 
number of states are prohibited by state law from assigning rates that will 
require more money than allocated to the state. 

Another factor in the South that distorted funds needed in 1970-71 was the 
widespread use of funds from Title I. Model < ’itirs, and OKO for free lunches. 
These funds were budgeted beeuuse of the uncertainty of USDA funds. Most of 
these funds have now been withdrawn, in 1971. Title I finds were budgeted in 
many Georgia schools to pay the difference between reimbursement <3(itf) ami 
meal cost ( I2f, v ) consequent iy, those schools did not reflect the fund problem. 

The 1970 71 situation is recalled simply to place in proper perspective the 
Section 32 and Section 11 funds used for lunches, as USDA appears to have 
used the 1970-71 history in determining levels for payment in the proposed 
regulations. 

It would appear from the proposed regulations that only Section 4 and Section 
11 funds would he apportioned to the states. The proposed regulations sections 
210.b(l) and d(l) prescribe that the states establish rates at a level that will 
permit reimbursement for the total number of meals to be served during tbo 
fiscal year within the apportionment to tlie state. This provision seems to bo in 
conflict with 210.4(f); however, if it implemented as written US1»Y would 
have no reason to use any Section 32 funds, as the states would only receive 
Section 4 a ml Section 11 funds anil would be required to use the funds at a rate 
to cover all meals for the year. It would then appear a lmt Congress has made 
funds available which will never he spent and yet Congress has indicated by 
statutory provisions that children would he fed and funds would be available. 

Tlie apparent intent of the proposed regulations is to limit the use of ruction 
32 funds to reimbursement for lunches, as no provisions are made for transfer 
authority. Many states In 1970-71 used Section 32 funds for breakfast expansion 
us Section .32 was provided as a bloc grant to be used whore needed in the in- 
dividual states for expanding food programs to eligible needy children. Accord- 
ing to (*. rl Bevins. State Director in Kentucky, more than 500 breakfast pro- 
grams were established in Kentucky in 1970—71 : more than one and one-lie If 
million dollars were transferred from the Section 32 “bloc grant” to support the 
program. Mr. Bevins projects that the $400,000 allocation (1971—72) from school 
breakfast funds will be exhausted by In to- September, and breakfast programs 
will be forced to close unless the transfer authority is restored. States have been 
advised by USDA that the breakfast appropriations is adequate only to annual- 
ize the breakfast progrums in operation In Spring, 1971. USDA memo states the 
annual break fast apportionment to states is based on $1S.5 million as $3.5 million 
of the appropriation s being held in Washington. 

Although Congress author: ✓.ed $38 million for non-food assistance in 1971 fiscal 
year, the a >ropriution was o/dy $19 million. However, the transfer authority 
relating to , eelion 52 funds made If possible for states to provide facilities and 
to up-date facilities to meet the needs of a rapidly expanding fond program. 
Most existing facilities were designed for 40-50 per cent participation and PL# 
91— IMS helped participation to reach new peaks of 95—100 per rent In many 
schools throughout the United States, To meet the deniniials in Georgia the 
reorganized sell* ols. local districts will need one million dollars for several years 
to up-date facilities. The allocation for non-food assistance is lc.;s than $400,000. 

Section 210.4 of tlie regulations hu< provided for Section 32 funds to help 
states with the greatest wealth. Since 1940 the National School Tuineh Act has 
contained a formula for apportioning Section 4 funds based on number of chil- 
dren participating and per capita income. The promised regulations In my opinion 
fail to give consideration to the need rate of the states that has heretofore been 
calculated hut rath r fixes it at 5 cents, We would agree that all states need 5 
cents and more, but that same logic would indicate the poorer states with less 
local money available need to maintain, their allocation based on need. Assuring 
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14 states of 5 cents per meal means that the poorer states will have to stretch 
existing Section 4 dollars over all increases. 

We seriously wonder if it is within the prerogative of ITSDA to implement a 
regulation that would have the net effect of circumventing the formula prescribed 
in the Act. 

Restrictive criteria makes it almost impossible for schools to receive more than 
35—68 cents per meal regardless of cost. The requirements specify as criteria for 
qualifying for more than 35 cents per meal. 

1. Cost must be higher than typical in the state. 

2. All other remedies have been exhausted. 

3. Tha*. reserves have been exhausted. 

If the production cost for 99 per cent of the schools is 45 cents and one per 
cent is 50 cents* the 99 per cent could qualify for only 35 cents which leaves a 
lO cents deficit. Good business management would dictate that a school should 
not use its entire reserve, but should have at least one month’s reserve to begin 
a new school year. 

Such restrictions with large numbers of needy pupils can only spell program 
curtailment 

I wish to share with you the monetary losses projected in various states and 
school system as a result of the proposed spending formula. The projections are 
based on a comparison of payments actually made In 1970-71 and payments that 
would have been made had this 35 cents formula been in effect. 



U umber free 

System State and reduced Difference 



Chatham County 

East St. Louis 

Dade County (Miami). 

Jefferson County 

Knott County 



Georgia 1.452,571 -$79,086.55 

ll'inois 2.000,000 —140,000.00 

Oklahoma 1? R92,752 —875,417.00 

Florida 5,555,455 —582,880.00 

Kentucky —423,000.00 

...do 1—18,000.00 



1 See addendum No. 1* P. 1793, this hearing. 

Projected state loss in Florida is $3,43(5.000 and in Georgia the loss is pro- 
jected at three to four million dollars. Oklahoma reports Its meal cost at 41.79 
cents which will result in a loss of G.79 cents for each meal served. The net 
loss per meal in Georgia will be 7.4 cents per meal. 

With the restrictive payment provisions we seriously question how schools 
without facilities will finance purchase of complete meals when they exceed 35 
cents. The only answer is local support. 

In our judgment, school food service programs in all states will be adversely 
affected by the regulations. Even though the wealthier states will be guaranteed 
more funds ti ever before, those funds arc not adequate as the production 
cost '■ *• Co hightn . 

The specific recommendations and comments of American School Food Service 
Association relating to proposed regulations are rinded as a part of my testi- 
mony. The proposals were prepared by an Ad IIoc Committee composed of 
State Food Service Directors and Food Service Director*, of Targe cities. 

Comments and SuciomroNH 

3. Section 210.1, new paragraph (f) : A sum of V .552,200 fre i Section 32 
funds is received for the states of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam 
and American Samoa. Such funds arc available to these states for special 
cash assistance. We do not question the need of these states for th^ amount 
so reserved, but we do raise a question on why there is no similar reserve 
from Section 32 funds earmarked for the other states. 

2. Section 210. 4 f new paragraph (f) ; ( a ) We object to the establishment 
of a “base’ 1 <•* t to control Lh<* distribution of funds to states. Such 
a system would be cumbersome, time consuming, and ditfh ^minister. 

Given the unavoidable time lag in school lunch reporting* it i seriously 

delay the receipt of additional funds by the states In the latter part of * 
school ycc” and even further complicate the financial problems encouvd 
by Ion 1 nol ell ricts last year due to late receipt of federal funds. (L. 

Vo agree principle with the use- ojh Section 32 funds for use as general 
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cash assistance as indicated in tlie proposals. However, we believe that all 
states should share in these funds on an equitable basis taking into con- 
sideration the need of the individual state as measured by per capital income. 
To do otherwise would he inconsistent with congressional intent as specified 
in the Nutional School Lunch Act which provides a foruiulu tor the distri- 
bution of general-for-food assistance funds and would he further incon- 
sistent with Section 210.4 of the present regulations. The proposed regula- 
tions as outlined will be detrimental to the states with low per capita Income 
and the states that have been successful in providing lunches to a high 
percentage of children. It is estimated that 37 states will be seriously handi- 
capped should this regulation become effective. We recommend that all states 
receive from Section 4 ami/or Section 32 a sufficient apportionment to guar- 
antee a minimum rate of 8* per Type A lunch and where the stales assist- 
ance need rate is above 5tf, such states shall be guaranteed a rate per 
meal equal to the assistance need rate for that state as deiined by t.SUA. 
(e) We object to the use of a base and the 30 cents maximum to control 
the use of Section 32 special assistance funds and we rocommci d that each 
state's apportionment from Section 11 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 
for each free and reduced price meal served to eligible children. 

3 Section 210.5, new paragraph (c) : See our comments in 2(a) above 
on tlie use of a base system to control distribution of funds to the states. 
We recommend that Section 32 funds be Initially allocated to states so 
that the total amount of Section 32 and Section 11 funds be equal to the 
amount of such funds expended by the states during the fiscal year lJil. 
Additional amounts would be paid to the states upon justification to assure 
uu average rate of 40 cents per each free and reduced price meal. 

4. Section 210.11. new paragraph < t» — 3 ) : This amendment is appropriate. 

5. Section 210.11, new paragraph (b-2) : It is suggested that the base 
month to he used for determining needed adjustments in reimbursement 
rates be set as in the October with need adjustments made on January 1. 
A review of funds status after receipt of January claims leaves little time 
to make adjustments in lutes prior to the end of the school year. 

li. Section 210.11, paragraph (e) revised: Ve very strongly object to 

setting the maximum rate for special assistance at 30 cents, especially 
when it must be considered in conjunction with the ‘ base system so that 
the statewide aversige rate for special assistance cannot exceed 30 cents 
for the full year. The impact of this provision will seriously indanger con- 
tinuance of free and reduced price lunches to children who qualify. Many 
school districts would receive substantially less special assistance money 
this vear as compared to last year. As one example, the city of Atlanta 
woulf suffer a loss of $238,000. Similar data I: boiDg developed for other 
areas, and will be forwarded to you. We recomn >rd the maximum rate be 
set at 40 cents as recommended by the Ad 7 r oc Committee of State and 
Major City Directors in March 31— April 2, 19*1. 

7. Section 210.11, paragraph (d) revised: Specify 40tf in lieu of 30v on 
lino 2. Delete the remainder of sentence after the word that nml 
“in lieu of.” The school is financially unable to meet its need fo; fr^e and. 

This .subsection sets up three criteria to be used in justifying rates of 
special assistance above 30 cents. The llrst appears to mean : that a higher 
rote is Justified when production costs (labor, food, etc. 1 are "higher than is 
typical” in a given area. This is appropriate but does i">* accord special 
consideration to schools which have a large number or n poreentic e of 
free lunches and would suffer heavy losses in financing such lunches t tLa 
30 rents maximum. We therefore recommend that the following words be 
inserted at the end of the first of these criteria: “Or the percentage or ab- 
solute number of free or reduced price lunches is higher than is typical in 

ll, With e respect to the second criteria we recommend the words “necessary 
operating” be inserted before the word balance and oa the same line insert 

“as specified in Section 210.15” after the word "hand.” 

With respect to criteria three, after the word cost, delete ‘ cannot he elimi- 
nated by other remedial action” anil substitute "is not the result of poor 
ninungeinent practices. 1 ' 

3 l; . 
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i i f iipihiiv roccmmieml I he »S( i iit(*n<!0 boj^iiiTii ii^j \>it.li ilium (lint ) 
be d£letc°l nd tl i following sentence l»e substituted— 1 TTp.m such n jijj)!, 
the* State Agency^ or FNSRO where applicable, may uwwji rnl e of ream 
biirsemeiit from special cash assistance uiui geiieinl cash s 4 ~ to 

not to exeee«l 00* for each free u.ul reduced price lunch sevved S ch ia e 
should be reviewed and adjusted annually m accordance with cost 
changes.” The rest of the paragraph deleted down to the Stale * « • 

o V1 n new paragraph (d-1): This section must ho ehirified. 

ltaU‘ Ageiicv ^a'r the ‘beghinVug of ^It^'year * the SoclYon'^ 

^ -Bee^loia 

32 funds to all states at the beginning of the jeiu. fl lce also that 

0 Section 210.11, new paragraph (d-21 . We recoinmenu acre 

—IS 

the'proposcd amendments to 210.11 does in effect reduce tie mojlmiitn rate 
question that ‘'such Amendments cnn'be'mnde effective SePJjJtJJg^ 

SSrH! S 3 S&S ssr-s 

G ™l C o?Se™ion 210.11 parnarnplt (a) amended : No commciits. sentence of 

11. Section 210.14(a): We w 00 ” 1 ”®”? “?• .?ulnA h shin sp“ tty mtnl- 

*- ■“» 

nr 'l 2 eX ^ectU>n ; ^ 20 C 18 S, imra^ai^a C ^b? ^vlsed^w'e'see no basin to the law 
or fact* lor 2 rest?icttnB the availability o( coulpmenttundsf<,rsch«ds 

fr“„ dy Dr P „v r al 1C o P t''*f , Sgd 1 s” needeftor “^pmenf tS a“^a P adStttonal needy 
cblldrS rftber” Vh?eakf£t uV March 1 simply postpones thin 

° P We* tberMcme ^wcominend ^tbtd; 1 thi^amendment be deleted. W. i note the 

fmLTeSfon^u^g^ 

ls^fn expropriate and ^oc<ms,B^en(^^w^th^con^ere^iooal^tnten^t ^and^ the^ stnttj 

^^^^^rtTon^be^amen'ded^to^r^^b’o^th^ ^ul^me^^mffU^p^olrtloned 

s*»a»ss|s^ sss&H'Sb 

of rmlt iMc an end to * l 'Y«; r !" ;'y'"e^in . C ™i °v T) , c o,.n Brass, the Protldent. tlie 
rj4n/i 1 avo'mado SSKmOSOA faced yd. I. the need to rst„bll»l. 
prtorUles' hi ibc < ’faca of the economic 5“ 8 , 0 E’°wS SSStorTSSSSSK 

that would ^-prSo^f renditions and 

iiiSM riSK^^BSSg^WJSSK 

fund “be provided to permit t o schools to fulfill the mandate. 0 „ nT1 „ m , P crl 

'“SSoVadminlntratora ana 

fhe 3 into” rdy of° be ffiiW ““ TmplemenAtion of the prov.stons of 
Public TifiW 01 -• 
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First '’' wm ™u A ui" r “r7,!nu 'n™ 0 U, ^KUrtpESltS ‘on 'aS'lD^tbat r<2 

fl ^g ^r*7«KKK«Sw , to^SUr before tUe Senate Select Committee 
oil Nutrition and Human Needs. 



FROM AMEN A. ELLIOT, 



Addendum No. 1 

11IOOL FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR, 
NEBRASKA 



Wn linvo estimated the Omaha City Schools may lose nearly $450,000 of 
^•mimrsementdue to the new US DA restrictions. If tlie price continues, 
they will lose another estimated half million dollars from the sa e 
\ rr\'^ T unvn nie n imfl to cancel consideration for opening t\\ 

new lunch programs in iow income schools. Other areas of Nebraska are 
being affected accordingly. 

FROM SEPTEMBER ISSUE, CONNECTICUT SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE NEWSLETTER 
Unless decisions are reversed before school opens, three school systems 

novo cn^eelled the school lunch program for the coming year. 

(Note : The three school systems have 24,000 students — all closed because 
of deficits.) 

FROM MRS. ZELA FOX, PENNSYLVANIA DIRECTOR OF SCHOOL FUND SERVICE 

Philadelphia would have received $209,162.00 less 

proposed spending formula. The average cost of a meal Lin Philadelphia Is 

57 Ss We expect the loss lb 55 

million as we will lose 22 cents on each of the 23.0 million lunches. 

FROM MRS. THELMA FLANAGAN, director of school FOOD SERVICE, FLORIDA 

The allocation of breakfast funds to Florida is $40,000 less than last 
year. County school Bystems are projecting a need of one half million 
dollars more ; th*u means that we will lack $256,000 just to keep the 
1970-71 program going. 

Senator Me Govern. Thank you very much, Miss Martin. I do want 
to comix end you on another excellent statement before this committee. 

I must say, in all d\ z respect to Secretary Lyng, I do not think you 
are confused at all about these regulations. I think your understanding 

is all too accurate of what they mean. , 

1 just want to ask you one question, just to make sure we understand 

the vest of your statement. jx.jjx.-u 

Do you believe that it is possible to carry out the mandate ot the 
Congress, to provide a free or reduced- priced lunch to every needy 
child, if these regulations arc permitted to stand? 



Regulations Proiurit Cauhvinq Out Mandate 

Miss Martin. I do not believe that we can possibly carry out the 

mandate under these regulations. , , . •, 

Senator McGovern. I think the recommendation you made at the 
end of your statement, that the regulations be delayed, is in order. At 
is a request I have already made to the Secretary of Agriculture. And 
h : s reply was that they would be held up until at least today, until 
this hearing could be evaluated. But I am very hopeful that the regula- 
ti.' is will be called oil. 
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Senator Hart ? _ . _ 

Senator Hart. I just would like to thank Miss Martin for a very 
effective presentation. Senator Talmadge is a member of this com- 
mittee and very sympathetic with the objective of reaching that target 
.-.f feeding hungry American children. I know ho would want me to 
express his appreciation to you. _ _ . . . 

Miss Mart r\. Thank you. I had the privilege of chat with 

Senator Talmadge last Wednesday in Atlanta, about tha blem. 

Senator McGovmrn. Senator Cook ? 

Senator Cook. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Miss Martin, in effect, what you are saying is that you have had 
no encouragement out of the Secretary’s remarks before this com- 
mittee at all, in relation to the formula or the latitude of the formula 
that he expected ? 

Miss Martin. That is correct. 

Senator Cook. And you share the same concern that X share: lnat 
conceivably we may, for one of the few times, see a regulatory pro- 
cedure which would prohibit the utilization of supplemental funds 
by reason of reallv regulating them out of utilization? 

Miss Martin. Yc sir. As I read the regulations, I think there is 
an ambiguity there, that if one so chose to use it, that they could write 
supplemental funds out of utilization. 

Senator Cook. Thank you, Miss Martin. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McGovern. Thank you very much. . 

The Select Committee is in recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12 :15 p.m., the Select Conn littee was recessed, 
to reconvene at the call of the Chair.) 
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Appendix 1 

COMMUNICATIONS TO THE CHAIRMAN 

CALIFORNIA 



Healdsbubg Schools, 
Administrative Off. 

Healdslturg, Calif., August 11, 1971. 

Hon. Geobge McGovern, 

17. S. Senator, Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.O. 

Dear Mb. McGovern : I am writing to solicit your assistance on a matter ot 
great importance to the Healdsburg School Districts, and to many other districts 

in '^e if Dep i artment of Agriculture has changed the regulations 

reduced price lurches to pupils in the elementary and secondary schools in a 

way that P is very detrimental to the lunch program, and that will cause a great 

for allowing a blanket reduotlon In the 
aehSo 1 !nn"p*. If a preponderance of the students tuBWte such a reduc- 
tion By taking advantage of this possibility, we were able to f eed lSO % more 
of our students in the hot lnnch program than we had previously. However this 
year we are informed that we may not establish a reduced price for all students, 
unless 100% of the students in the district qualify for such a reduction Since 
approximately 8’.% of our students do qualify for such a reduction, we will have 
to process all of the applications individually, which is going to require a great 

° e it is also "going to reduce the number of children who will receive hot lunches, 
because many parents will not apply who do qualify because they will have o 
provide family financial information. It will cause resentment on the part of 

borderline parents who may be denied services. ... 

The Healdsburg area is one: of extreme economic depression, with an unem- 
ployment rate in excess of 15%. We need all of the help that is available. 

Since the hot lunch program has been of such great benefit to our students, 
can we enlist your assistance in requesting the Department of Agriculture o 
rescind the new regulation and restore the capability of providing an across-the- 
board reduction in lunch prices ,or students in poverty 

Healdsburg has a 10% Mexican-Amorican minority, 28% of our student ; 
ore on AFDC rolls, we have 10% of our students in fost ^I homes, and many 
other low income families not included in those above. T ^. es ® 
understand what appears to them to he capricious bureaucratic changes mi emu- 
lations. They blame the local school administrator when things of this nature 
occur. Please help us to help them. 

Sincerely yours. JO „„. s . Katclf.t, 

Assistant Superintendent. 

5 © 95) 
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Department of Education, 
Sacramento , September 1 , .1911. 



Mr. Edward J. Hekman, 

Administrator, Food and Nutrition Service , 

U.S. Departm ?nt of Agriculture, Washington, D.C . 

I> rAR Mn. Hekman: My letter of August 23 regarding proposed amendments 
to Xat; anal School Hunch Program regulations should be amended as follows : 
I support the principle of guaranteed minimum average rates of reimburse- 
ment included in Section 210.1(f). However, the minimum rates are far too low. 
In order to really expand the National School Lunch Program and to reach 
more needy children, an average minimum rate of .12 should be established for 
Section 4 funds and an average minimum rate of .40 should be established tor 
Section 11 funds. To provide less reimbursement means that local school districts 
must provide from .10 to .15 per lunch for free lime-lies served to needy pupils 
and many districts j a ply cannot fund this cost. 

Sincerely, 

James M. Hemphill, 
ait in* Tiitrnnu. nf Fond SerViCCS. 



August 23, 1071. 



Mr, Edward J. Hekman, 

Administrator, Food and Nutrition Service, 

U.S. Department of Agriculture , W ashing ton , D.C. 

Dear Mr. Herman : Dr. Riles has asked me to comment regarding the pro- 
posed amendments to t he National School Lunch Program regulations. 

210..’, (f) 

1 understand this section to mean that the Section 4 funds initially apportioned 
t., each state, divided by .05, will establish a participation base. Lunches served 
in addition to this base will lie reimbursed at .05 each from Section 32 funds. The 
same principle will be applied to free and reduced price luiv hos at a .30 rate. 

This procedure is great and will allow states to expand programs with the 
assn i ice that funds at .05 and .30 rates are guaranteed. It will also enable the 
department of Agriculture to control Section 32 funds and to allocate them on 
the basis of demonstrated need. 



210.11 (b-1) 

I understand this section to mean that states shall estimate total participa- 
tion for 1971-72 and then establish a Section 4 rate based on tlie initial alloca- 
tion of Section 4 funds. This procedure would be disastrous and clearly Is in 
conflict with Section 210.4(f). If a state anticipated doubling participation in 
1971—72 it might have to establish a ate of .02 per lunch. Such a rate established 
at the beginning of the school year n.t only would prohibit program expansion but 
would cause many schools to di*op out of the National School Lunch Program. 
I repeat that this procedure would be disastrous. 

In my opinion Section 210.11 (b-1) is unnecessary because Section 210.4(f) 
already limits average reimbursement to .05 under Section 4 funds and to .30 
under Section 11 funds. If Section 210.11 (b-1) remains, it should be clearly 
qualified to establish average rates of .05 and .30 per lunch. 

210.11(d) 

This section is far too complicated. I do not see how a state agency can author- 
ize special assistance beyond .30 I*er lunch with all these conditions and restric- 
tions. I believe that discretion should h<e left entirely to the ?tate agency for de- 
termining need of special assistance reimbursement beyond .30 per lunch. The 
state agency will have to balance increases beyond .30 with decreases below .3° 
in order to ^tav within funding sources at an average rate of .30 per lunch. 



/ f . /. J§ \ J t 

I strongly recommend that the same procedures outlined in Section 210.4(f) 
be applied to the Breakfast Program, with an average rate of .15 per breakfast. 
Without this provision state agencies cannot be exposed to expand the breakfast 
program. On the basis of May’s pa-rtieipation at a rate of .15 per breaktost, we 
project a need for 1971-72 breakfast Program funds in an amount of $5,592,000. 
Unless we are guaranteed tbis fun^^^^we cannot approve new breakfast pro- 
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grams and will have to terminate existing programs at about the middle of the 
school year. 



210 . 11 ( 0 - 1 ) , .. _. 
The same comments regarding Section 210.11 (b— 1) apply to this section. It, 

t0 Vn'smnmar^Sec«on 210.4(f) is innovative and an excellent approach to pro- 
gram expansion. It should also be applied to the Breakfast Program. Sections 
2io.ll ( b— -7 ,:nd (d-1) are restrictive and actually regressive. Their application 
will result a curtailment of the National School Lunch Program and of the 
furnishing or free and reduced price lunches to needy pupils. 

Sincerely, James M. Hemphill, 

Chief. Bureau of Food Services. 



Saobamento, Calif., September Jf, 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Chairman, Senate Nutrition Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

We are appealing for fuller funding of the special assistance provision of the 
National School Lunch program for needy children. The ^cramento city 
school district, one district of many in this county, is facing this situation less 
than two weeks before the start of school and after adoption of district 
budget, policy changes in the NSLP were announced, resulting in an anticipated 
loss of $28,000 in federal and state funding. If the ^strict cannot cover this 
amount, the program for needy children may have to be curtailed. We urge all 
possible action to restore funds. Mbs . j. Ki tk. 

Chairman, Sacramento Feeding Project Ot •’ ittee . 



COLORADO 
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AMERICAN SCHOOL POOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION 

August 25, 1971. 

Hon. Gilo kg e McGovern , n 

Chairman, Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, Washington, n.o. 

Dear Senator McGovern : We wish to call your attention to the impossible 
situation which will be created with the implementation of the proposed regu- 
lations for Child Nutrition Programs, Nonfood Assistance Program Funds and 
Eligibility Determination for Free and Reduced Price Lunches published riday, 
13, 1971 in the Federal Register. These regulations will indeed be a step back- 
wards in the Child Nutrition Programs in America. 

The State Directors of School Food Service, at their post-convention meeting 
in Minneapolis, adopted unanimously the enclosed Position Paper. This Position 
Paper was based upon the presentation made by Assistant Secretary Richard 
Lyng at the Annual Meeting of the American School Food Service Association, 
August 4 1971 1 

An Ad Hoc committee comp State Directors, Major City Directors 

and representatives from the School Food Service Association met 

on August 18 to analyze the pi ied regulations. A copy £f *he ^..lysis sent 
to Mr. Herbert Rorex, Director, Child Nutrition Division, FNA, USDA is also 

If the Child Nutrition Programs are to grow, or for that matter continue, 
at the present rate. Lie financial restriction the proposed regulations will impose 

upon the States must i? je permitted. .., M„wHnn 

Your continued support and cooperation in the growth of the Child Nutrition 
Programs will be appreciated by the hungry children in America s schools. 

Sincerely, • Dr John Perryman. 
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POSITION PAPER ON TIIE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM OUTLOOK 

FOR 1971-72 

Adopted Unanimously by the State Directors on Saturday, Auqust 7, 1971, 
at The Post-Convention Meeting Following the 25th Annual Meeting of 
tiie American School Food Service Association 

Tbe State School Food Service Directors, a section of the American School 
Food Service Association, in a post-convention session in Minneapolis, Minne- 
sota, August 7, 1971 wish to state its position concerning the Child Nutrition pro- 
gram outlook for 1971-72 ns presented by Secretary Richard Lyng, Adminis- 
trator Edward Ilekman and other officials during the 1971 annual convention. 
The frame of reference for tills position includes the following official 

1 President Richard M. Nixon in December I960 indicated his intent, 
which was reiterated May 14, 1970 at the signing of PL 91-248 to put an 
end to hunger among American school children, and 

2. The Congress of the United States has pronounced that it also intended 
to put an end to hunger in America and which is noted in Section 9 of 
NS LA as amended l»jr PL 91-248 which states “any child who is a member of 
a household that has an annual income not above the applicable family size 
income level shall l»e served meals free or at a reduced cost”, as well ns In 
Section 11 (a) which provides author : zat ion for "appropriation as may be 
necessary" to assure access to the school lunch program under this Act by 
children of low-income families, and Section 11 (o) which provides that the 
amount of funds paid to a school shall be based on the need of the school 
for assistance in meeting the requirements concerning the service of lunches 

to children. . . „ . .. . 

In light of these pronouncements the State Directors, on behalf of their re- 
spective state are committed to fulfill the President’s mandate to develop food 
service programs that would put an end to hunger among America s School 

Children. , . _ 

1. Schools will be forced to eliminate Child Nutrition Programs. 

2. There will be further hardships to America’s economy through unem- 
ployment and cut-back in consumption of raw resources such as food and 

equipment. , ... .. . 

3 . Absenteeism, drop-outs and apathetic students will negate the benefits 
of the multi-billion dollar investment for public and private schools. 

4. Finally, and most important, there will continue to be hungry children 
in America’s schools ! ! 

Axjotjst 19, 1971. 

ACTION MEMORANDUM 

To: State Director*. ^ _ . . 

From : Mr. Lawrence Rartlett, Chairman, State Directors Section. Miss Josephine 
Martin, Chairman, ASFSA Regulative Committee. 

Subject : Proposed FNS Regulation Amendments. 

An ad hoc committee representing State Directors, Major City Directors and 
the American School Food Service Association met in Atlanta for the purpose 
of analyzing the proposed amendments to the current regulations and preparing 
recommenda lions and comments. . . , . . 

The purpose of tills analysis is (1) to provide bases for the attached letter to 
Mr. Herbert Rorex from your Section Chairman and Legislative Chairman and 
( 2 ) to provide yon with an analysis of the proposed amendments to the regula- 
tions as well as re commendations which would be helpful to you In preparing 

your letter to Mr. Rorex., „ 

TIME is of greatest essence. Every State has a big stake and big responsibil- 
ity in getting the proposed anrndtpents to the regulations changed 
publication. Please make your wants known before the deadline, August 28. 1971. 

Nothing short of mass effort on the part of the State Directors, Major City 
Directors. Chief State School Officers, State Legislative Chairmen and con- 
cerned citizens will stop this tide before ATTGUST 28, 1971. All communications 
must bo postmarked by this date. 

Will vou : 

1. Write Mr. Rorex expressing your thinking on this regulation? 
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8 T Compare Urn ^^^reii mbiESJSStto? aU^elJs'and SO^r elm- 
might toave revived with a iS^ r^mbursem sta te or selected large dis- 

ESTES tSoiSftSTS r»»r letter to Mr. Bo,«t <A copy 

c “lend cSlcs'Tr a“ l G ^‘«°poUooce 1^' Louise FTollch In the Home On, cel 



" August 19 , 1971 . 

Cte, .ion, food ana Nulrit, on Semico, USD A, 

Washington, D.O . notice of Proposed Pule Making, 

Dear Mr RoRExrThisinres^nsetD^tl ^ “ ter ( 0 nin J nd the regulations 

governing the operations of FederahSUite on t l>e proposed changes in existing 
We have some general comments to mak c1 ,^aLigiis in individual sections, 
regulations as well ns specific commits and suggesti^s In in use 

The major purpose of the Law 01 _ 24S 

of federal funds to carry *{ l | and reduced price lunches for children 

with respect to meeting the need for free ana^e department of Agrlcul- 

Qualifying under Income standards ^ . 1 therefore, of the adequacy of the 

proposed 2 Z, tPey w,,, make U .-«■•*« ‘£§ 

S^mwks tV°e c «^ jssraff’pKJss & ss&a by & .p^., 

ot A P ( ?c b ; ,c c««r„. 9 i;,Xa. 9 a„d ^.•-“^^'sar&S’^sBSuS W n « 

sldered judgment that attached revisions be made as recommended to the end 
therefore urge that the attacneu re niitritinnoi needs of children from low- 

that Congressional policy on meeting event that the regulations are 

issued 6 ns a preLentl?%ropo^ed. we H 8t 0 T addiU^nnl V m^d v chlld^n ' cSSSFbS 

m,dnt V n e ine\rLd e tlm i t n th^total SnTof providing free or reduced price lunches 
to all needy children most certainly will not bo met. 

Sincerely, Lawrence Babiuctt, 

Chairman, State Director's Section. 
(Miss) Josephine Martin, 
Chairman, ASPS A T j0 gislative Committee. 

Comments and Suggestions on Proposed Rule Making 

1. Section n «« <CK A. Mm J' c *^“*'| < ? 8 i r n 0 a " lu C am“and 

Tftsrzss? »o?e.“ 

KS%TS.^« ther^ ‘oTrJ , «r “aerve Horn SccUon 32 

funds earmarked for the other states. obiect to the Establishment of 

would be cumbersome, time conHuming, and difficult to delav the 

a^d even further complicate the financial problems encountered by local scho 
d, f,T! C “'«•» 82 fund, for u.e a. 

srasjrtyaarass; ‘A'sss*sist » 5^u a iVkbfe°bSj£, r ’tTk e .n« e eon. 
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alteration the need of the individual state as measured by per capita inccmie, 
To do otherwise would be Inconsistent with congressional Intent a» tidbiition of 
tlie National Scbool Lunch Act which provides a formula for the distribution o 
general -fo r-food assistance funds and would be further inconsistent with 
tion 210.4 of the present regulations. The proposed regulations as outlined w ill 
toe detrimental to the states with low per capita income and the states that hu\e 
been successful in providing lunches to n high percentage of children. It is esti- 
mated that 37 states will be seriously handicapped should this regulation become 

Wo recommend that all states receive from Section 4 and/or Section 32 a 
sufficient apportionment to guarantee a minimum rate of 5* per Type A Mncn 
and where the state’s assistance need rate is above such states shall u 
guaranteed a rate per meal equal to the assistance need rate for .hat state as 

de ?c) d We object to the use of a base and the 30 cent maximum to control 
the use of Section 32 special assistance funds. We recommend that each states 
apportionment from Sections IX and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 40^ for e c 1 
free and reduced price meal served to eligible children. 

3. Section 210.5, new paragraph (e) : See our comments in 2(a) above on tuo 
use of a base system to control distribution of funds to the states. We recommend 
that Section 32 funds be initially allocated to states so that the total amount or 
Section 32 and Section IX funds be equal to the amount of such funds expended 
bv the states during the fiscal year 1071. Additional amounts would be paid to the 
states upon justification to assure an average rate of 40 cents per each free and 

reduced price meal. ^ . . . 

4. Section 210.11, new paragraph ib-1) : This amendment is appropriate. 

5 Section 210.11, ncio paragraph (b-2) : It is suggested that the base month to 
be used for determining needed adjustments In reimbusement rates be set ns in 
October with need adjustments made on January 1. A review of funds status 
after receipt of January claims leaves little time to make adjustments in rates 

prior to the end of the school year. % r ^ . ... 

O. Section 2t0.lt, paragraph (c) revised: We very strongly object to setting 
the maximum rate for special assistance at 30 cents, especially when it must be 
considered in conjunction with the “base** system so that the state wide average 
rate for special assistance cannot exceed 30 cents for the full year. The impact 
of this provision will seriously indanger continuance of free and reduced price 
lunches to children who qualify. Many school districts would receive substan- 
tially less special assistance money this year as compared to last year. As one 
example, the City of Atlanta would suffer n loss of $233,000. Similar data is 
boin <*■ developed for other areas and will be forwarded to yon. We recommend 
the maximum rate be set at 40 cents ns recommended by tlie Ad Hoc Committee 
of State and Major City Directors in March 31-April 2, 1071. 

T Section 210. 11. ' uiragraph < <1) revised: Specify 40<? in lieu of 30tf on line 2. 
Delete the remain of sentence after the word "that" on line 3 and add the 
school is flnnnciiuy unable to meet Its need for free and reduced prices lunches. 
tPliis sul>~soot Ion sots up throe criteria to be used In justifying rates of spool n» 
assistance above 30 cents. The first criteria appears to mean that a higher rate 
is justified when production costs (labor, food, etc.) are “higher than is typical 
in a given area. This is appropriate but does not accord special consideration to 
schools which have a large number or high percentage of free lunches 
and would suffer heavy losses In financing such lunches at the 30 cent 
maxi muni. We therefore recommend that the following words be inserted nt the 
end of the first of these criteria : "or the percentage or absolute number of free 
or reduced price lunches Is higher than Is typical In the state/ 

With respect to the second criteria we recommend the words necessary op- 
erating” he Inserted before the word "balance” and on the same line insert Ms 
specified in Section 210.15” after the phrase “on hand”. . „ , 

With respect to the third criteria, after the word cost, delete cannot be elimi- 
nated by other remedial action” and substitute "is not the result of poor manage- 

ment practices/' , T .. n _ 

Wo would further recommend the sentence beginning with I p™ - bne n 
deleted and the following sentence be substituted — “Upon such a finding, the 
State Agency, or FN8RO where applicable, may assign a rat© of reimbursement 
from spool si i cash assistance and general cash assistance funds not to exceed 
QOd for each free and reduced price lunch served. Such rate should he reviewed 
and adjusted annually In accordance tdth cost of living changes. The rest or 
paragraph be deleted down to “TheJfttlUae Agency — etc/' 
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* / ,» # \ i Kfvtion must ljc clarified. Slnco 

8. fi ration .ltd.it, new paragraph (tl-f ] I • 1 ,* vtioned to State Agency at 

it appears to mean the only f“" dH funds - and consequently, rates 

tl.e beginning of the year v.-il 1 be the b '// f t <^r 

r^iissr;^ *° *» stntes at the beein - 

U 'T %\ l fhm VtO*tT nctV^t^ornpV i\£S>7 Wc recommend here also tlmt the 

month of October he used in place of comments 

10. Section 210.1 1 parnnrayh. (</) $£* i lie first 'sentence of 210.14 (a) 

11. Station JOl.t^a: AV e reconiine “USL>A shall specify minimum stalling 

iMriS'aSSJEl S*®? 2m «■». experience 

fact for restricting the availability of eq p ^ ij, Q delay the approval of 

ticipating in the school lunch or bren P nee( ' ly children either lunch or 

funds needed for equipment to fct -i iv* ndu onemtion until the following 

breakfast until March 1 simply l>ost pones t ill 8 o^mtlon^ ™“J eleted> 

fl "v« also note the following objections: (a) the term ‘grosslyiri £ 

vague; (b) requiring Washington’s approval for ezpendi^re of funds is in 

TfifSs ae“ kssuswkj asfssss 

^ocSive l l ess than 60 davs nfter publication thereof”. Since the proposed oxnend- 
effecc ve less tnnn w ««> B « * * d the maximum rate of reimbursement for 

’ f , " SJuccd pHce lunches, we raise a serious question that such amend- 
f n “ts an he made eflecSve September 1, 1071. We further protest the issuance 
of important new regulations without providing sufficient lead time to State 
Agencies and local school districts that will allow major changes of this nature 
to be put into effect in an orderly and efficient manner. 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE UNIT COMPARISON— SELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS 
[Lunch reimbursement at 1970-71 rfites and at 5 and 30 cents. Aug. 17, 19711 



System 



Atlanta City schools -io 

Meriwether County 320,418 

itatl County - v - 1.380,766 

Wheeler County (l of 60 

neediest) - 

Decatur County - 

Chainam County d. 4U». »85 



Mi.-s Ivouise Frolich, 
Food Service Conjultant , 
Denver, Colo . 



Pupil 

lunches 

paid 


Served 

froo 


1970-71 

reduced 

prico 


Federal 

reimburse- 

ment, 

for 

lunches, 

1970-71 


Reimburse- 
ment, 
same 
lunches 
at new 
ratos 


Difference 


6.692, 487 
320, 418 
1. 380, 766 


5.692,227 

325.142 

207.933 


1,258.788 
24,792 
14, 104 


$3,006,001.28 
157. 497. 85 
187,737.95 


$2,767,479.60 
138. 497.80 
146.751.25 


— $238, 521. 68 
— 19, 000. 05 
—40,986.70 


57.061 
440. 520 
3. 408. 885 


95. 260 
343.822 
1.350, 161 


45.870 
26. 138 
102,410 


57.685.52 

196.668.42 

757.930.65 


52.248. 55 
151.512.00 
678, 844. 10 


-5. 436.97 
-18. 156.42 
-79, 086. 55 



Wheat Ridge, Coi x>., August 29> 1971 - 



DKAis Miss Faoucn: Kn closed is n copy of each of the_ letters l sent to Mr. 
Herbert Rorex and the Congressmen in regard to the amendments to F.L. 

I feel very uninformed to be writing such letters but I m learning. 

Sincerely, Bette M. Grenier, 

Legislative Chairman, 
Colorado School Food Service Association. 
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"Wheat Ridoe, Colo., August 27, 1971. 

Hon. Peteb H. Dominick, 

U S. Senate , Old Senate Office Building, 

™w« ha™ «SdlXte amc»d^ Sulatlon» governing o^™.l^on of the Nn- 

yon Vo ^beconi e^f n rn i Hair th thesl pro^osedro^laUons 1 ' and use the influence 

you have to help us continue to feed as many caildren as possible. 

We thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, Belle M. Grenier, 

Legislative Chairman, 
Colorado School Food Service Association. 

Wheat Ridge, Colo., August 27, 1971. 

Mr. Herbert D. Rorex, 

Director, Child Nutrition Division, 

Food and Nutrition Service, VSDA, Was 7 ngton, £>•<*. . , h 

rncAR Sir- This is in response to the Notice of Proposed Rule Making, pub- 
lished August 13, 1971 in the Federal Register, to amend the regulations go e - 
in* the operations of the Federal-State Child Nutrition Programs. 

We think the proposed changes will not make possible to 
mn i ni# nurno^e of the provisions of 1*111)110 LflW 01—24S with respect to PT 

tho^neefl for free and reduced price lunches for children qualifying under income 
sUnTards estaUlshed by thl pepartment of Agriculture and the Heal h A^ncies 

Vn^r the pro 5K 

•tor authority to use the fiscal money as 



of our districts would require a < 
trict rather than giving the state 
it is needed. 

Why can’t the Federal Grants x 
before the school year begins? T 
leaves little time to make adjust' 

We recommend that a guarani 
price meal served to eligible cbil 
served. 

We urge that a common revisit 
Association legislative Connnlttr 



e Child Nutrition Programs be allocated 
urith of January review of funds status 
its before the end of the school year, 
of 40# be made for each free and reduced 
n and a minimum of 5# per Type A lunch 



made by the American School Food Services 
Association legislative vuimuiiu be made so Congressional policy on meeting 
the nutritional needs of children from low-income families may become a r 

Sincerely, Belle M. Grenier, 

Legislative Chairman, 
ctrilnrailo Sehnol Food Service Association. 



CONNECTICUT 



Hartford Public Schools, 

September 8, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Old Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 

tiear Senator McGovern : We are writing to vigorously protest the proposed 
U.S.D.A. change in funding guidelines, which, if adopted would result in a 
significant reduction in anticipated federal school lunch subsidies. 

The guideline changes, if adopted, vill amount to a reduction per meal l served 
of 17#. Such a reduction in anticipated reveuue means that a shortage of cafe- 
teria funds of : 

$255,000 for the school (1971-72) year 
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$180,000 for the balance of this fiscal year 
At present, the Board is now subsidizing the lunch program at a rate of 
$>400,000 per year assuming there is no cutback in federal revenues . if the revenue 
cutback becomes a reality the Board would either be forced to increase its 
subsidy to $580,000 or stop feeding poverty children when the money runs out. 
We estimate that the Board’s money would run out on or about December 15, 



To date, the Board’s anticipated 1971-72 fiscal deficit could run $1,000,000. 
(It should be noted that over $700,000 of this deficit projection has resulted 
from federal and state revenue cutbacks bcloiv current funding levels). Since 
the Board cannot legally operate with a budget shortage, the funds must be 
found somewhere. In all likelihood, th.> vvili mean that the Board wo,.. a Tie re- 
quired to stop the lunch program, as unpleasant as this alternative seems. 

We urge your support to restore funds to a minimum of 1970-71 levels. Please 
do everything in your power to persuade U.S.D.A. officials to change the dis- 
bursement guidelines. 

If you need any additional information or assitance to help in this cause, 
please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

Medill Bair, 

Superintendent of Schools . 



FLORIDA 



Department of Education, 

Tallahassee , August 27, 1971. 

To : Herbert D. Rorex, Director, Child Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition 
Services, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

The State Directors of the Southeast Region, in session in Atlanta for the 
USD A Regional Conference August 25, 1971, reacted to the proposed regula- 
tions pertaining to the Child Nutrition Programs. 

The group endorses the recommendations of the American School Food Service 
Association Ad Hoc Committee, relating to the proposed regulations with one 
exception. 

We recommend that Section 210.11 b.l be revised. This section needs clarifica- 
tion. It appears that the only funds proposed to be apportioned for General Cash 
for Food Assistance are Section 4 funds, and consequently rates would have to 
be assigned on basis of Section 4 funds only. This negates the desire of the USDA 
to assure an average of per meal, as indicated in the proposed regulation. 

Attached is a copy of the ASFSA Ad Hoc Committee report, and a copy of 
specific recommendations relating to other regulations is attached. 

Southeast Region School, Food Service Directors 

Thelma G. Flanugan, Florida, Chairman; Roy T. Alverson, Alabama; Jose- 
phine Martin, Georgia; Cephus E. Bevins, Kentucky; John Walker, Mississippi; 
Ralph Eaton, North Carolina ; Kathleen Gaston, South Carolina ; Larry Bart- 
lett, Tennessee; John Miller, Virginia; Sylvia Perez, Puerto Rico. 

Selected Congressmen : Allen, Alabama ; Hoilings, South Carolina ; Chiles, 
Florida ; Perkins, Kentucky ; Talmadge, Georgia ; Whitten, Mississippi. 

Southeast Regional State Directors : McGovern, Percy. 

This is in response to the Notice of Proposed Rule Making, published August 13, 
1971, in the Federal Register to amend the regulations governing the operations 
of Federal-State Child Nutrition Programs. 

We have some general comments to make on the proposed changes in existing 
regulations, as well as specific comments and suggestions on individual sections. 

The major purpose of the proposed changes in regulations concerns the use of 
federal funds to carry out the mandatory provisions of Public Daw 91-248 with 
respect to meeting the need for free and reduced price lunches for children 
qualifying under income standards established by the Department and the State 
Agencies. The real test, therefore, of the adequacy of the proposed new regula- 
tions is whether or not they will make it possible for the State Agencies and 
local school districts to meet the specific obligations and requirements which 
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the Congress and the President has imposed by the approval of Public Law 

After careful analysis and evaluation of the -^oStfin ed^ above^ We! 

^ that thev will not meet the basic test outlined anove. vve. 

therefore, urge that, revisions be made as recommended below to the end that 
C’outrre^sionnl policy on meeting the nutritional needs of children from 
imMfii -an become a reality. In the event that the regulations are issued 
‘ V,re f sentlv proposed, we very strongly believe that the great progress achieved 
last vea “ in reaching millions of additional needy children cannot be maintained 
mid that the total goal of providing free or reduced price lunches to all needy chil- 
dren aicst certainly will not be met. 

Comments and Suggestions --«*»,«* * qo 

1 Spi'tinn 210 4 new paragraph (f I i A sum of $4,oH'2,200 from Section 32 
funds is reserved for the States of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, G uam and 
American Samoa. Such funds are available to these states for special cash 
assistance. We do not question the need of these states for the amount so » re* 
served, but we do raise a question on why there is no similar reserve from Sec- 
tion 32* funds earmarked for the use of other states. - 

o section 210.4, new paragraph (f) : (a) We object to the establishment of 
n ‘‘base” system to control the distribution of funds to the states, fouch a systen 
would be ciinibersonie, time consuming, and difficult to administer. Given 
unavoidable time lag in school lunch reporting, It would seriously delay the 
receipt of additional funds by the states in the latter part of the school year and 
even further complicate the financial problems encountered by local school dis- 
tricts last year due to late receipt of federal funds, (b) lie agree in principle 
with the use of Section 32 funds for use as general cash assistance as indicated 
in the proposals. However, we believe that all states should share in these funds 
on an equitable basis, taking into consideration the need of the individual state 
as measured by per capita income. To do otherwise would b e ~nc consistent \\ito 
congressional intent as specified in the National School Lunch Act, yvbich p - 
vides a formula for the distribution of general-for-food assistance funds and 
would he further Inconsistent with Section 210.4 of the present regulations. The 
proposed regulations as outlined will be detrimental to the states with low per 
!>nrntr> income and the states that have been successful in providing lunches to 
a high percentage of children. It is estimated that 37 states will be 
handicapped should this regulation become effective. We recommend that all 
states receive from Section 4 and/or Section 32 a sufficient apportionment to 
guarantee a minimum rate of 5* per Type A Lunch and where the state s assist- 
nnee need rate is nbove 5<*. such states shall he guaranteed a rate per meal equal 
to the assistance need rate for that state as defined by USDA. (c) We qo 

the use of a base and the 30 cents maximum to control the use of Section 32 
special assistance funds, and we recommend that each states apportionment 
from Section 11 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 40 <f for each free and reduced 

nriee meal served to eligible children. , 

3. Section 210.H, new paragraph (c) : See our comments in 2(a) above on the 
use of n base system to control distribution of funds to the states. We recom- 
mend that Section 32 funds be initially allocated to states so that the total 
amount of Section 32 and Section 11 funds be equal to the amount of such funds 
expended by the states during the fiscal year 1071. Additional would 

be P paid to the states upon justification to assure an average rate of 40 cents per 

enrh free and reduced price meal. _ . , 

4 Section 210.11. new paragraph (b-1) : This amendment is appropriate. 

5 section 210.11, new paragraph (b-2) : It is suggested that the base month 
to be used for determining needed adjustments in reimbursement rates be Octo- 
ber with need adjustments made on January 1. A review of funds status after 
receipt of January claims leaves little time to make adjustments in rates prior 

t0 6 b ^ Sectio'lf SoA^,°piragraph (c) revised: We very strongly object to setting 
the maximum rate for special assistance at 30 cents, especially when it must be 
considered in conjunction with the “base” system so that the state wide average 
rate for special assistance cannot exceed 30 cents for the full year. The impact 
of this provision will seriously endanger continuance of free and reduced price 
lunches to children who qualify. Many school districts would receive substan- 
tially less special assistance money this year as compared to last year. As one 
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example, the City of Atlanta would suffer a loss of $238,000. Similar data is be- 

iU ^VeS£uSf»“Sm rale^c°ct'at40 centra* recommended by the 
Ad ^c SScrof State and Major City Directors, in March 31-April 2, 

1<J 7 1 Section 210.11, paragraph (d) revised l SpeC ^.tt° a V n a^d a^ 3 “In lieu ol ; 
Delete the remainder of sentence after the word that . end add m iieu or 
the school is financially unable to meet its need for free ana reaucea price 

1U This b sub-section sets up three criteria to be used raters justified 

assistance above 30 cents. The first appears to mean L £^^ 1 ! 

when nroduction costs (labor, food, etc.) are “higher than is typical in a 
civen area. This provision does not accord special consideration to schools 
which have a large number or high percentage of free lunches and would suffer 
heavy losses in financing such lunches at the 30 cente maximuim J^ther^re^ 
recommend that the following words be inserted at the end of the first orjthese 
criteria : “or the percentage or absolute number of free or reduced price luncues 

is higher than is typical in the state.’’ , «* nece ssarv 

With respect to the second criteria, we ^commend the words necessary 
operating” be inserted before the word balance, and on the same line insert as 

specified in Section 210.15” after the word * hand.” - . . h~ filial 

With resnect to criteria three, after the word cost , delete cannot he ellml 
naSd by oS remedial action” and substitute “is not the result of poor man- 

a ^Ve 6 ^o*ifi d C f tirther recommend the sentence in (3) begi nn ing wfih “upon” be 

deleted, and the following sentence be substituted: Upon sm.h a 

^tnte Aeencv or FNSRO where applicable, may assign a rate or reimDurae 

lent f romgeciJl assistance and be " 

ceed 60tf for each free and reduced price lunch served. Such rate shouia he r^ 
viewed and adjusted annually ni accordance with cost of living changes. 

rc ?? **}? pa oioi^ I> lnw'nnri^inpb 0 ('tWO^ t T)ti^3eetion ^ust be derided. Since 

^^rssassss&i sssrasaa: 5 ssss s as s 

bf, S! n sli8o“SmS r new paragraph (d-2) : We recommend here alee that the 
month of October be v'sed in place of January. 

the fnflowinc sentence be inserted : “USDA shall specify minimum staffing levels 
tot each^du S cltional tgency which would include skill and experience necessary 

1 2 ^Section ^ 20 ^ 6 ‘paragraph (b) revised: We see no basis in the law or in 
restricting the availability of equipment funds for schools already par- 

flS We y tbIrefore recommend that this amendment be deleted. We note tte follow- 
we, iiieieLure, iiAUJtu ^ innripnnnfp” is vague, (b ) this section re- 

ing objections. (a)tbcter K crpe mil ture *of funds which la Inappropriate 
anti Inc SKSfSrttt cHS^<£fl ?2ant and the state autonomy, <c> the section 

re S r ^ffec°iv^D^e°S^rton < 2 W 0 STb^ t 'state^ 1 ttiat t no e change e+ n requirements 
for lunches which “decreases the maximum rates of reimbursement shall become 
effective less than 60 days alter publication thereof.” Since the proposed amend- 
ments to 210.11 does in effect reduce the maximum rate at -J^JS^EJSSS qmS 
frpe and reduced price lunches, we raise a serious question that such amendments 
can b " made eftective September 1, 1971. We further protest the issuance of im- 
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npnr recmlntinns without prodding sufficient lead time for states and 
individual school districts, so that major changes of this .nature can be put into 

°^ASF S A. I Ad Holf Com m It tee*: ^La rr y* Ba r tlet t , Chairman, State Directors Section; 
Jo^plint MaShi, (Sman/ Legislative Committee; Thelma G Flanagan ; Ed- 
ward F. Gaidzik ; Clarice Johns ; Samuel e,. Vanneman ; Louise Frolich. 

Recommendations of Sotjtheast Region State School Food Sebvtce Directoks 

(Adopted August 25, 1971, Southeast Regional Conference, Atlanta, Ga.) 

At a meeting held on August 25, 1971, the southeast region state school food 
service directors discussed the current status and needs of school food service 
programs. The group adopted and proposes the following recommendations to the 

u i.' wfwh^Seafl^y'endorii'' the following recommendation adopted in New 
Orleans, March 6 f 1971, at a meeting of southeast region Chief Stats Scboo. Officers 

aD “USI>A make available to the State Educational Agency no later than May 1, 
1971 and the same date in subsequent years all changes relating to records and 
reports rates, regulations, instructions, and policy statements tba.t will be appli- 
cable during the following fiscal year.” We urge that it be followed, except where 

new laws mandate new regulations that cannot be delayed. 

9 We further recommend that the USi>A prepare regulations Quickly to ccrry 
out' the intent of PLr 92-32, and that the Secretary make Section 32 funds available 
to the states for expanding school breakfasts in accordance with the intent of 

pr 92—32 

3. We regret that the following recommendation, also made at New Orleans, 

was not Implemented by the USDA : . . 

“That USDA convene the Advisory Committee . . • no later than April 1, to 
(11 develop guidelines for preparing state plans, and make such guides available 
to states by June 1. Guidelines should include requirements for the state plans 
to describe the detail action program the state proposes to undertake in expand- 
in" improving, and coordinating the states’ nutrition education activities. (2) 
the’ guidelines should contain provisions for amending state educational agency 
plans to justify the request for funds transfer.” 

We recommend that : . , ... , , , 

(a) A Task Force for preparing guidelines for state plans to be appointed 
and called together by September 1, and that the USDA provide guidelines 

to states by October 15. , _ . 

(b) The Task Force should include a chief state school officer, a nutrition 
oriented individual, a finance officer from state department of education, a 
program planning specialist, and not less than three state school food service 
directors* 

(c) Selection be made of six state plans (a sampling) and distributed to 

Task Force prior to meeting. , „ t , ,, 

(d) Food and Nutrition Service Regional Office call a meeting of state di- 
rectors immediately following issuance of guidelines (October 15) for Inter- 
pretation and planning. 

4 We further recommend that the USDA report actual meals served as re- 
ported by the states, and that the USDA discontinue their practice of applying 
ADa per cent to ADP, and that federal reports show average daily number of 
meals served children rather than using the adjusted figure which attempts to 
sbow the number of children reached. Such adjusted reports are misleading, con- 
fusing, and make it difficult for states to secure adequate state funds to support 
the programs. 

Southeast Region School Food Service Directors 

Thelma G. Flanagan, Florida, Chairman; Roy T. Alverson, Alabama; Jose- 
phine Martin, Georgia ; Cephas E. Bevins, Kentucky ; John Walker, Mississippi ; 
Ralph Eaton, North Carolina ; Kathleen Gaston, South Carolina ; Larry Bartlett, 
Tennessee ; John Miller, Virginia ; Sylvia Perez, Puerto Rico. 
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The Soiiool Board of Broward County, Fz.a., 

September 1 , 1071 . 

To: Hon. Lawton Chiles, U.S. Senator; Hon. Edward J. Gurney, U.S. Senator; 
Hon. George McGovern, U.S. Senator; Ton. J. Herbert Burke, Congressman; 
Hon. Dante B. Fascell. Congressman ; Hon. Claude Pepper, Congressman ; 
Hon. Paul G. Rogers, Congressman ; Hon. Floyd T. Christian, commissioner. 
State department of education; Mrs. Louise A. K. Frolich, held coordinator, 
American School Food Service; Mr. Richard Lyng, Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Agriculture; Mr. Edward J. Hekman, Administrator De- 
partment of Agriculture; Mr. Herbert D. Rorex, Director, Depaitment * 
Agriculture; Mr. Russell James, Director, Department of Agricu-ttire ; Hiss 
Josephine Martin, chairman, legislative committee, American School 3? ood 
Service Association ; Mr. Lawrence Bartlett, chairman, State directors sec- 
tion, American School Food Service Association. 

From: O. L. Searing, director, school food service, Broward County ; Mrs. Janet 
Shinn, director, school food service, Dade County; Mrs. Jane Lansing, di- 
rector, school food service. Palm Beach County ; Mrs. Elizabeth Pierce, 
president-elect, Florida School Food Service Association. 

Re : Fiscal year 1972 proposed Federal regulations. 

The school food service directois of Browaru, Dade and Palm Beach Counties, 
representing one-third of Florida’s public school children, met In Fort Lauder- 
dale September 1, 1971, for the purpose of making specitic recommendations con- 
corning the proposed FY *72 amendments to the F'ood and ISutrition Scr^ ic<-o 
Regulations for Child Nutrition Programs. Also meeting with these directors 
was the president-elect of the Florida School Food Service Association. 

The proposed regulations as stated will reduce available federal funds for 
continuing and expanding child feeding programs in Broward, Dade and Palm 
Beach Counties for the fiscal year 1972. ...... 

The school boards of these districts have committed themselves to the attain- 
ment of President Nixon’s goal of feeding all needy children. The records of 
these counties show the total number of Type ’‘A” lunches served during lv 
1971 to economically needy children was as follows : 



District 


Reduced 


Free 


Total 




1, 147, 775 


1, 355, 510 
4, 835,815 
1, 214, 560 


2, 503, 285 
5, 555, 455 
2, 468, 826 






Total 


3,121,681 


7, 405. 885 


10, 527, 566 



To effectively achieve the commitments of federal. State and local govern- 
ments, the following specific recommendations are proposed 2 

(1) Monies for reimbursing meals for economically needy children mn?«, he 
based on the principle of reimbursing school districts tor the cost of prodi cing 
and serving a meal in whatever school the economically needy child is eni -**lccl. 

(2) Federal rules of reimbursement should be baaed ou the actual perform- 
ance of a school district on a per meal basis. . ^ , , 

Specifically, it is recommended that Section 4 monies be apportioned to school 
districts on n per meal basis at a minimum rate equal to one-third of the cost of 
purchased food. For these counties, this cost Is calculated at .075 cents based on 
an average purchased food cost of .225 cents. ..... . . .. 

It is further reco mm ended that Section 4 funds he allocated to the states on 
the basis of the per capita income of the stnte nnd the number of tunches served 
in the state as specified in the National School Lunch Act which provides n. 
formula for the distribution of general for food assistance funds. 

(3) Section 11 and 32 mciiies must be apportioned to school districts on an 
actual performance basis so that the cost of feeding needy children is not borne 
bv the nonneedy child who chooses to participate in the program. 

(4) It is also recommended that maximum flexibility in the use of Section 11 
and 32 funds should be provided state agencies so that incentive reimb rsement 
formulas for prood management, improved performance, and proper supervision 
can be achieved. 



1808 



Tills flexibility si; ou Id also allow Section 11 and 3ii funds to follow the indl- 
vldtml oconmiilcally needy child and should provide school districts! w, th the 
necressmy funds to feed these needy children without using the payments of 

Tlio average cost of ]>roducing ft lunch from school food service operating 
funds In these counties excluding the value of UHDA^ commodities, is 50 cents. 
Therefore, we recommend a reimbursement rate of .Oi5 cents for paid lunches, 
30 cents for reduced juice lunches, and 50 cents for free lunches from federal 
funds as shown: 





Section 4 
funds (cents) 


Section 11 
and 32 funds 


Total (cents) 




0.075 




0. 075 






22.5 


.300 




1 1 0. G75 


42. 5 


.500 



Tour assistance In achieving these rccomraeadatlo ns is vitally needed for the 
survival of the school food service program In large urban districts with a high 
percentage of economically needy children. 



Dade CotrstTT Pitbuo Schoois, 

ADMINISTaATION OFFIC'ES, 

Miami, JPla., JScpteinbe r 5 , 1971 . 

lion. <;kokok McjOoveen. 

Senate, Senate Office H u tiding, 

'IVumHinptmu D.C . 

Ukah Mr. McGovern : Newly proposed Federal Regulations for Child Feeding 
Programs would result in « considerable loss of Federal funds for Dado County 
Schools. As a result of this projected loss, the s- n; -I board In official action has 
authorized me to write you of its great, concern over these new regulations. 

Recent action by the United States department of Agrlcidture In reducing 
maximum a 11 own Wo reimbursement rates seems to Indicate that funds will not 
bc» available to reimburse school district* for the cost of preparing and serving 
lunches to needy children. At the same time. United States 1 xqmrl meat of Agri- 
culture Ollleliils arc' requiring school districts to provide free and reduced price 
lunches In accordance with very strict guidelines. 

The Dado County School Hoard operates z\ sizable food service program adher- 
ing to all Federal and state requirements. Uast year 14.8G5.225 paid lunches, 
710,070 reduced price lunches and 1,(550,520 free lunches were served. The over- 
age reimbursement rates for lunches proposed for fiscal year ’72 when compared 
to ’71 rates Indicates a loss In Federal funds of >112,858.00 as shown below. 



1971 1972 Difference 



Section IV funds Call Uincfcer) 

Section 11 and 32 funds (needy lunches). 

Total. 



0.0645 
• 3168 



C. 05 

30 

3412.858 




TIioho proposed rates of leimbursement will not permit the food service pro- 
gram to remain financially solvent- We cannot continue to increase pupil sale 
prices to finance the cost of feeding needy children nor doe® the local school 
board have tax funds. In addition to those presently budgeted, available for 



the food service program, _ 

This board has been concerned for several years with the Inequities in the 
various reimbursement formulas devised at both Federal and state levels m 
meeting the financial needs of large urban school districts operating a food 
service program and where production cost exceeds the state average. 

We have large numbers of identified poor children needing a lunch at school 
and we arc also a Fcfaool district undergoing court ordered desegregation which 
has resulted In n fairly equal distribution of needy children In all 233 schools. 
Therefore, any distribution of funds which classifies schools as needy and reim- 
burses all lunches in those sc 7 ols at a higher cash reimbursement rate* discrim- 
inate* against the district complying wyh count orders. 
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To continue to or>ei-nte this food service program and to achieve the proa 1 of 
providing lunches for needy children the following recommendations are iimde . 

1. Money for reimbursing meals for economically needy pupils should be based 
on the principle of reimbursing the school district for the cost of producing and 
serving a meal In whatever school the economically needy child is em oiled. 

2. Federal rates of reimbursement should be bused on the performance of the 

district in feeding children nnd rates should be calculated on a per meal basis 
Specifically, it is recommended that Section IV moneys be apportioned at a mini- 
mum rate equal to one-third the cost of purchased food or 7.5 cents per luncn 
It is further recommended that Section IV be apportioned in accordance with 
S -tlon 210.4(a) of the National School Lunch Act. . . _ 

. Sections 11 and 32 moneys should be apportioned to school districts on a per 
meal basis mid actual performance so that the cost of footling needy children 
is not borne by the 11011 -necdy child who chooses to participate I 11 the program. 
It is also recommended that maximum flexibility In the use of Sections II and o & 
funds he provided state agencies so that incentive reimbursement formulas for 
good management, improved performance and proper supervision cim be a<*hlev e d. 
This flexibility should also permit the transfer of funds to achieve a Section IV 
reimbursement rate equal to 7.5 cents per luncli. 

In Hade County Schools, the average coat of producing a lunch from school 
food service operating funds and excluding the value of commodity foods, is 
50 cents. For the most prudent use of Federal funds, it is recommended that 
reimbursement rates of 7.5 cents for paid lunches, 30 cents for reduced price 
lunches and 50 rents for free lunches be established from Federal funds ns 
shown : 

(In cents! 



Sec. tV Sec. 11 and 32 



Total 



7.5 
7 5 
7.5 



22.5 
42. 5 



7.5 

30.0 

50.0 



iU r attention to this immediate problem in food service for the pupils in 
I hide County Schools le appreciated. 

Cordially yours, 

Willum Lehman, 

Chairman , Hade County School Board. 



Tallahassee, Fla., September 4 , 1971. 

lion. George McGovern, 

U- 8 - Senate* 

Washington, P.O. 

As president of the council of chief State school officers, I would like very much 
to personally appear before your committee to protest the proposed national 
school lunch regulations, hut have an important cabinet meeting here I must 
attend 

In its simplest terms, we are being asked to (1) freeze all sale prices; (2) ac- 
cept increaHCd food prices; (3) initiate revised free and reduced price lunch 
policies that will give as many «s 20 percent more free meals in some of Florida's 
school districts; and (4) receive approximately one-fourth less Federal reim- 
bursement- m A .. 

In that this is obviously impossible, we rely upon you heavily to make these 
points known to Secretary Hardin. 

Floyd T„ Chhibtian, 

Commissioner, Florida Department of Education . 



Tallayi abbot, Fla,, September 4, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

XI -8. Senate, 

Washington, J D.C. 

Over and above the fact that the proposed national school lunch regulations 
will curtail the Federal funds available to^support the school lunch program is 
Tie fact that nearly every State ioglsyt^gp. the United States Congress, and 
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tlie U.S.. Office of Kilucation are nsking for and demanding progrum planning and 

bU AnOorreu»UutIou ‘revisions each as these, just as schools are opening, negate the 
en t fre °eorwlept of U good program planning and budgeting. We are opening our 
td ools in F wida for thethlrd year in a row without being able to tell our 
superintendents, principals and school food service , supervisors what Federal 
simnort they cun expect to recciyo in support of their lunch P 

ahe Florida Department of Education appeals to you to see that this regressive 
practice is not allowed to continue another year. Jonw W Seay, 

Denuti/ Commissioner, Florida Department of Bducatio 



GBOB'IIA 



LaGeanoe Public Schools, 

Administbation Buildino, 
DaChrange, Oa. 9 August 20, 1971. 

Hon. Georoe S. MoGomw, 

U.S. Senate, 

^Df^Sekatob McGoveen : We, In LaGrange, have become quite concerned 
nbmfCfhc reimbursement rates established for school lunches by the Department 

° f wYareweli aware of, and we appreciate, your efforts in promoting the School 
launch and Breakfast Programs. However, If the information we have is correct, 
the ^ roImbuSemenr rat^ as established by the Department of will 
cause our lunchroom program to bo unable to operate on a sound financial 

ba Our cost analysis per plate for the school year 1070-71 shows an average cost 
of 12 5<f for purchased food, labor, equipment and cost of other Items used in 

... prlcos, coap.od with .ho docrcnno,. 

rolnVbur/cment rates established by U.S.D.A. will place us In an admin strut 
inmos«lblllty. Add to this the enforcement of the free and reduced polic> 1 
you can readily see that the operation of a lunch program in public schools un< 

* b iVe^urge *y on t se° y our° influence 1 to* provide adequate reimbursement rates so 

that we may fully and successfully abide by U . S.H.A. regulations. 

Sincerely yours, w Richard Fowuo, 

Directory School Food Service. 



State Department of JEdcJCAtioi*, 

Office of School Admiwxbtrativic Skrvxcfs, 

August 24, 1971 . 

Hon. Georoe McGovern. 

17. fir. Senator , Senate Office Building , 

Washington, D.O. 

T) E ar Senator McGovern : We need your help desperately I # _ T 

The USDA has proposed regulations which Inundate the provisions of FX» 

nrovidinir free or reduced-price lunches to children. 

The reflations for utilizing Section 82 money completely negate tte pro- 
visions relating to per capita income of states. Poor states will lmmirndw the 
new regulations ; the states that have over the years built strong lunch programs 

W The > »nithorlty for fund control Is taken from the states and placed * n 
control. The provisions allow only 8W for a free innch, by virtue of fund ap- 
port ion m on t to the states. 



o 
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Xlie following comparison of amounts paid six school systems in 1070-71 nod 
the amount earned under the provisions of the new regulations demonstrates the 
cost of the project, in Georgia : 





Paid 1970-71 


Nh.v fnr.mila 


Difference 


Atlantic City _ 


$3. 006, 001. 28 


52,767,479.60 
138, 497.80 
146. 751.25 
52, 248. 55 
l r 1,512- 00 
6/8,844. 10 


5238. 521.68 

i o nnn nc 


MsriwAihpr Countv 




UuU. UD 

in nfl C *7 n 


Hull flnu nt v . 


167,737.95 


yob. 7U 

c q7 






j, 4jb. 5 / 


Decatur County. ... ............. 




18, 156. 42 

*70 fiflC CC 


Chatham County 


" ' 757,930.65 


/5# t UOD. 33 



It Is really traumatic to observe a program change that will inundate the 
programs in operation, ignore congressional intent, and provide iMxImum as- 
sistance (although not enough) to the 14 states with highest per capita Income, 
to observe the change and to be helpless ! 

I am enclosing my comments to Herbert Rorex making refe ence to specific 

items in the regulations. _ 

We appreciate your constant support of Child Nutrition Programs. 

Sincerely yours. Josephine Martin, 

Administrator, School Food Services. 

Enclosure. 

Comments and Recommendations Pertaining to Proposed Regulations 

1. Section 210.4, new paragraph (t) : A. sum of $4,552,200 from Section 32 funds 
is received for the states of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam and American 
Samoa. Such funds are available to these states for special cash assistance. We 
do not question the need of these states for the amount so reserved, but we do 
raise a question on why there is no similar reserve from Section 82 funds ear- 

m 2; ^c c t ion* ^21 0.4? ^ew paragraph (f) : (a) Wc object to the establishment of a 
“base” system to control the distribution of funds to tbe states. Such a system 
would be cumbersome, time consuming, and difficult to administer. ■> the un- 
avoidable time lag In school lunch reporting. It would • rewerpt 

of additional funds by the states in the latter part o 

further complicate the financial problems encountered ^ .ueal school districts 
last year due to late receipt of federal funds, (b) We agree in principle with the 
use of Section 32 funds for use as general cash assistance as indicated in the 
proposals. However, wo believe that all states should share in the sc funds on 
an equitable basis talcing into consideration the need of the Individual state as 
measured by per capita income. To do otherwise would be inconsistent with con- 
gressional intent ns specified in the National Scbool Lunch which 

formula for the distribution of general-for-food assistance funds and nrnn^a^rt 
further inconsistent with Section 210.4 of the pre^nt regulations The proposed 
regulations as outlined will be detrimental to tbe states low 

income and the states that have been successful in providing lunches to a 
high percentage of children. It is estimated that 37 states will 

capped should this regulation become effective. We recommend that all states 
receive from Section 4 and/or Section 32 a sufficient apportionment to guarantee 
a minimum rate of 54 per Type A lunch and where the state s assistance need 
rate is above 04 , such states shall be guaranteed a rate per meal efioal to the 
assistance need rate for that state aa defined by IJSHA. <c) 

use of a base and the 80 cents maximum to control the use of Section 32 special 
assistance funds and we recommend that each state s apportionment from Se<> 
tion 11 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 40# for eacli free and reduced price 

meal served to eligible children. , , n . 

8 Section 210.0, new paragraph (c) : See our comments In 2(a) above on tbe 
use of a base system to control distribution of fund?? tbe state#*. We recommend 
that Section 32 funds be Initially allocated to states bo that tbe total amount of 



72 






o 

ERIC 



1812 



_ . , on ,1 -i-i fundM lie- crmai to tlie amount of such funds expended 

reduced naracraDh (b_l) • 'This amendment is appropriate. 

f: |«*l° " 210.11 ^P^ a r f a e ^“ b ( (S) : It is suggested tba . the base month to 

siderediu Conjunction will, tue -base^systeu, so that the ^“^^Y.SpnLre mil 

to children who quality. Many school districts would receive substantially -a 

SS* i o a f 1 Aclniit n* would** emlf^^a IlmlSf rf» “i. being developed for 

0t ^C iiCm^ratrbC set at 40 cents ns , S^SSSStf aK«ffiu 

Ad Hoc Committee of g-jwir 1 and Major City Hi rectory in J «, ' - ^Q t on n no 2 

This sub-section sets i* three criteria to be used 3 » ^ * r ,, fp *„ iustified 

assistance above 30 cents. The first appears to men i 1 that " i„ aTiven 

amu SiSSSl^^ Bce n u€ge iXhe^Z^vcfuld^^er 

as? l L Bk<, u !,,iz t % sMs^rassss 

CTite^^or^ho perceiit«se m- absolute Dumber of free or reduced price lunelies 

Pr We^ C would further recommend the entence beginning U a i i g^S t 

following sentence be substituted — “Upon such a finding, the State 

Acenc^ n< or SRC^ where* 1 ar^^bcable, may assign a mte of 

rates would have to be assigned on basis of Section 11 funds only. W e re-e I 
Bl2 e oar recommendations for allocation of Section 32 funds to all states at tlie 

beginning^ 2 * 0.1 if new paragraph (d-2) : We recommend here also that the 

m< Effecttve° da*te* * See^on^lO?!!? ( b) ^ states^that no change in the requirements 
*J?lnruSes which “decreases the maximum rates of reimbursement shall become 
effective fls^thnn SOdnysefter publication thereof.” Since the proposed aniend- 
SSSS ta 2tou d(»s in effect reduce the maximum rate of reimbursement for 
reduced nrice lunches we raise a serious question that such amendTnents 
^CmDde eSL^ve f£S?"b.T 1. 1071. We fuMher Prote,, tbc Is.DJnce 
porta nt new regulations without providing sufficient lead time to State Agencies 
and local school districts so that major changes of this nature can bo put Into 
effect in an orderly and efflHent manner. 

TO Section 210.11 para cn b fg) amended : — No comments. , MA _ 4/ x 

1.1* Section 210,14 fa) : We recommend that after the first sentence ^*210.14 (a) 
the following sentence be inserted : “TTSDA sjmll specify minimum staffing levels 
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for each educational agency which would include shill and experience necessary 

for effective administration.” . We suc no basis in the law or in 

1L‘. Section 220. 1G, paragra^i (b) i evi&ed-^^We f^mls°l'or schools already par- 
fact for restricting the availability of equipment Ueluy t he approval of 

ticipating in the school lunch or pHfl^nrtditional’^eedy children either lunch or 

'we therefore recommend that this “iTmad^ua^^is 

KSs: ?, f lc i!X“teVe2l^ *° •“*» ■*»*“ >» 

need for such funds. 

Atlanta, Ga., September Jjt, 1971. 

S^a t or°o/%olm Dacota, Chairman , Reject Committee on Nutrition ana Human 
Needs, Senate Office Building* Washington, D.O. _ _ 

We, as home economists in business, are distressed at the f ££re?y 

school 1 uiicJi proexam . Recognizing that economies in & ve a . . 

needed, we fee? tlSt priorities need be examined We are ^onLrn^ 

one well hnlanced meal and for many the only meal of the day. We are concernea 

and hope the cut bach can be recinded before It tahes place. , 

Mildred At^mdatje, Oh air man, 
avnn nr* Home ECONOMISTS IN BUSINESS. 
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Rome City SonooL Cafeteria, 

Office of Lunchroom Supervisor, 

Home, Ga September 10, 1911. 

Mr. ITkrbkut Roufa'. 

Director , Ohild Nutrition Division , 

jF ’ B eak Mr" Konrx ^tbS^letler^s "in response to the Notice of Proposed Kule 

of C e e ducSlon7o iS mee 8 t 0 tL P nuVrlUonll^needs 

standards established by the Department of tll obligations and 

flPw regulations we are Quite concerned bow we shall meet tne obligations anu 

Cuiroments of Public law 91-248. Our operating cost per lunch last year 

and others like them can abide by the law and *-till meet their 

0b Your°"upi,ort concerning changes in the proposed regulation would be most 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, Madge Maunt. 



Kbannert Elementary School, 

Rome, Ga., September 10. 1971. 

Eton. Senator George McGovebft, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. A . . . . m 

n , AB str in lien of the fact that it is difficult to operate a school lunchroom 
ad?<^tely and m^et the needs of children who are eligible for free and reduced- 
price lunSes, d I am ashing you Btetyse to consider supplying additional funds 
to lunchrooms. jf \ 
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Xteimbiirsements of 30# per plate on free lunches as is supplied under Law 
#91243 is not enough. Specific reasons for an increase are as follows: 

1. High food prices. 

2. Increased labor costs. 

3. Major break-downs of equipment. 

4. High prices of cleaning chemicals and ether products. 

We are situated in an area which has a large percentage of families from low 
income brackets. We fed from 10% to 15% of our children free and furnish 



a number of reduced-price lunches. 

Thank you for your serious consideration. 
Yours sincerely. 



Frances E. Evans, Principal . 



Kbannert Elementary School, 

Home, Ga., September 10, 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Senate Office Building, 

'Washington , D.C. 

Hear Sib: I am the legislative chairman of the Floyd County School Food 
Service Assoc m. Again I am asking your help in getting additional funds 

to finance tin e and reduced-priced lunches. As you know we are getting 

more and mor them and 30# just doesn't go as far as It used to In buying 

power. I will appreciate all the help you can give us in securing additional 
fund.^. Thank you. 

QJ ti pprpl v 

’ (Mrs.) Sarah W. Chandler. 



Glynn County Board of Education, 

School Food Service Department, 

BrunsioicJc, Gto., September 13 f 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington > D.C. 

Hear Senator McGovern, I have followed In the news media, newsr etc. 

-*our sincere interest and desire to help the '"Vhool T/utv?> Frog • i- 

Wc have been churged with the resp ail eligible fc >OLtiig 

sters and yet the appropriation committ ee ^ suiting ready to cut the School 
Lunch budget. Is this reasonable ! It doesn't even make sense when we go ahead 
and waste so much money on the war in Viet Nam. 

Won’t you please do all in your power to see that our money Is not taken 
away. (When I say “our” money I mean the child's.) 

Could you, could the appropriation committee members, look a child in the 
eye and say : “I’m sorry you can’t eat a lunch any more the reimbursement has 
been cut and we can’t afford to feed you”. 

The children are depending on you to speak 'tor them. 

Sincerely, 

(Miss) Annette Evans, Director . 



Kennesaw Elementary School, 
Kettnesato , Ga., September 13, 1971 . 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Scfiate Office Building, 

Washington , D.C. 

Hear Sir : The faculty and parents of our school are deeply concerned about 
the recent cuts In lunchroom reimbursements to our school. We too live in an 
area where food costs are very expensive, and quite frankly, we don’t see how 
our lunchroom ‘program can survive and operate in the black without the full 
reimbursement that we have been receiving. 

We are proud of the lunches we serve but we shudder to think of what we 
would be forced to serve when we cease to operate in the black, which would be 
Inevitable in a short period of time. If the present rates had been in effect last 
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year, it would have cost our school lunchroom over 1*600 dollars and we would 
have ended the school year in the red dollar figure. 

We do not feel that prefer judgment has been used in this instance and under 
no circumstances is it justified when our children will be the ones who would 



Mr, Herbert Rouex, 

Director, Chi7(l N utritioiv Division, 

Food, and Nut?' it ion Services , Washington, D.C . 

Dear Mr. Robex: This letter is in response to the Notice of Proposed Rule 
; Malting, published August 13, 1971, In the Federal Register to amend the regula- 
tions governing the operations of Federal-State Child Nutrition Programs. 

Certain provisions of Public Law 91—248 made It mandatory for local boards 
of education to meet the nutritional needs of children Qualifying under income 
standards established by the Department of Agriculture. Under the proposed 
new regulations, we are quite concerned how we shall meet the obligations and 
requirement of Public Daw 91-248. Our operating cost per lunch last year aver- 
aged 43 cents. We have some schools in our school district that feed bo to #G 
percent free or reduced price. With a percentage this high, we are most con- 
cerned how these schools and others like them can abide by the law and still 
meet their financial obligations. 

Your support concerning changes in the proposed regulations would be most 



Hon. George McGovern, 

TT^S. Senate , Sonata Office Building , 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : We are most concerned about the appro! ' te a for 



be done the injustice. 



aone uue . . , . - 

We urge you to use every influence possible to have these funds reinstated. 





Rome City Soitooes, 



Office of Superintendent. 
Rome, <Ja., September* 1), 1971. 



appreciated. 



Sincerely yours. 



Jesse C. D .ter, Superintendent. 



jESUr J l/niok Hic_ and Dueaientary Scho -m.. 

Jeaup , Go., September 20. 1971 . 



n«til ffoo Q n rl rarlnnoH nrlpp RphnOl lunches. 




Program. 



Sincerely, 



Beverly J. Poppell, a ger. 



Glynn County School System. 

Altama IDlementaby SOHSOt, 
Brun*urtc7; 9 Gta .* September ^ , 1971. 



Hot i. Senator George McGovern, 
Senate Office Building, 
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Federal low cost housing. The majority of these children are on welfare or 
public assistance. 

The information I have is that the cutback will amount to some eleven < ents 
per lunch served. May I request that you use your influence to help get this 
amount restored, as it would seriously impair the quality of lunches served. 

Thank you for your e Sorts. 

Very respectfully, 

Troy O. Beavers, Principal. 



Powder Springs Elementary School, 
Pcncder Springs t Oa., September 21, 1971 . 

Senator George McGovern, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.O. 

Dear Mr. McGovern : I would like to take this means of registering my oppo- 
sition to the proposed reduction in the school lunch reimbursment rate now under 
consideration by the USDA. As you are aware, the general economic conditions 
already impose a burden on the operation of school food service programs. In 
addition, the following are reasons against the proposed regulations for child 
nutrition programs : 

1. Could not afford to have reimbursement rate lowered. 

2. Cannot continue to feed needy children. 

3. For our school, a loss of $1,023.60 over a period of nine m 

4. The continuing rise in food and labor costs. 

Your influence in maintaining the present level of funding for sen r l- 
bursement rates will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, _ _ . , * 

j. Wade Ash, Principal . 



KENTUCKY 



Department of Education, 
Frankfort, ICy., A.ugust 27, 1971 . 

1-Ton. George McGovern, 

TJ.S. Senate , 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. McGovern : Ac a meeting of Static School Food Service Directors and 
USDA official* in Atlanta, Georgia, during the week of August 23, *971, 
announcement was made that no additional funds other than those available as 
a result of Fk 02-32 were available to continue the Breakfast Program during 
FY 1072. This was quite a shock to me as Director of the School Food Services 
for Kentnckv and a fear that consternation would reign among local school 
officials in more than 500 schools should it be necessary to cancel the Breakfast 
Programs at the end of September, 1071. PL 92-32 will provide only sufficient 
funds for the months of August and September combined for School Breakfast. 
During the FY 1971 more than $1,000,000 from Section 32 funds were used to 
continue the Breakfast Program in Kentucky schools and it is anticipated that 
an equal or prronter amount would be needed for FT 1072. 

Could it be tbat there Is a difference of opinion between the Congress of the 
United States of America and the U.S. Department of Agriculture as to the use 
of Section 32 funds? It seitms to me to border on being ridiculous to recognize 
the fact that the USDA be permitted to use n Congressional appropriation in 
such a manner as to curtail those activities for which the funds were appro- 
priated to suj, nothing of the future use to which they might he put. 

As it stands now the only source of funds for the continuation of the Kentucky 
School Breakfast Program is Section 32. We sincerely request that steps be 
taken to cause these funds to he released immediately in such amount that the 
Breakfast Program can be continued during the 1971-72 school year. 

Sincerely, _ _ 

O. H. Bevins, 

Director , Division of School Food Service. 
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Millers burg Elemewtaby School, 

Miller sburg, Ky,, August 36, 19 71. 

Mr. C. E. Bevins, 

Director, Division of School Food Service , 

Kentucky Department of Education, Frankfort, Ky . 

Dear Mb. Bevins : We feel that the time has come for ns to venture into the 
realm of the tried and true and start a breakfast program. Our enrollment a3 
of today is 210, and our percentage of attendance is around 95 so we should 
have an ADA of 200. About 100 of our children walk from home and are the 
ones that need breakfast. Also, several Junior high and Senior high students 
meet the buses here to ride to xheir schools. May we feed these children too? 

Answers to these Questions and any information we need will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



Charles Tbibble, Principal . 



Breckinridge County Board of Education, 

FLardins'burg , Ky ., August 26, 1971 . 

Attention : Mr. O. J. Allen, Superintendent. 

Mr. Allen : As principal of Milner School, I request permission to set up a 
breakfast program at Milner School. 

After sending a survey home to parents concerning student participation 
in a breakfast program, I am convinced that parents in the community wish to 
see such a program set up at Milner School. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



Paul E\ O’Reilly, Principal . 



LOUISIANA 



State of Louisiana, 
Department of Education, 

Eaton Rouge, August SI, 1971. 

Senator G el: ^ McGovern, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate, Select Committee on Nutrition and Mum an Needs, Wash- 
ington, D.O. 

Dear Senator McGovern : Mr. Bartlett, who will represent the School Food 
Service State Directors at the Hearing of the Select Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs, has been furnished with the material requested from the 
State of Louisiana. However, I would like to supply you directly with this 
additional information. As you are awar^, we are indeed more fortunate regard- 
ing School Lunch than other states in that the State of Louisiana supplies a 
larger reimbursement rate than that supplied by the Federal Government under 
Section 4. 

We are, however, extremely concerned about Breakfast Program funding. 
Louisiana instituted the first public school Breakfast Program in the United 
States on the first day of its eligibility and has continued from that date to 
promote this program. Growth has been very good ; however, we were expecting 
our greatest single year of progress in 1971—72 with a record number of requests 
already received. For example, one of our largest parishes (Caddo) has requested 
institution of Breakfast Programs in every school in the parish numbering 78 
schools. After having been encouraged to push this very worthwhile program, 
it was quite frustrating to be told at the last moment before schools opened 
that we would have to advise these people we could not institute the Breakfast 
Program. 

All reports on Breakfast Programs in our schools are positive in their asser- 
tion that the Breakfast Program serves an equal if not greater purpose than 
does the School Lunch as many administrators say if a child remains hungry 
until the noon feeding period we have completely lost our best teaching period 
for him. It has been our observation that those who have breakfast accomplish 
r ach more in many ways. All of our 199 Breakfast Programs operating last 
year in Louisiana have been a great success. We^tberefore appreciate any effort 
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on tlio \,. Tt of the Congress and the Department of Agriculture in cxpcditlng 
the proper and complete funding of the Breakfast Program along with all other 
fond servifp program needs. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, R j SxoKEKt 

Stn to Director, School Food Services and Food Distribution. 



MAINE 



State of Maine, 

Executive Department, 

Division of Economic OppORTUNnr, 

a 'uff'UrSt& i Maine, A^ / ugn&t X&X1, 

Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, 
DmMritoMAN: I wish to 

1971 * I^appiarVto meThat msldvinteged^hll^m ft *!? 'my ' nndert 

to those states with high "has been to give special assistance to 

SS 2 m^*M«lS! pcrclmtwre of low Income famine, partlelnatlne 

meals served go to t »e cbilitoen Qualifying these regulations become effective 
budgets are fixed for tue tet^awfto absorb the difference 

srsrsst ^A^iu^rind tit jss&x'SSl poor cw.^ wm 

SU fu r rge you to review the regulations with a 

equitabfe formula which will meet the needs of all children. 

Sincerely, Heiumeut S. Spebbt, Director. 
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Nutrition and Human Needs, U.8. Senate, Washington, 

P^’eSk n atob McGovern t I have been informed that hearings will he held 

next week by your committee. __ nar f Q f this country, I commend your 

Knowing that hunger exists to eouitable legislation that would help to 

efforts at attempting to . !? rl * ° i,^^pr ?hev come from low or middle or high 
meet the needs of all exclustoe domain of the economically 

income families. Malnutrition Is notthe e^cius^re com children of 

sssr «■£<*.» .» «•* 

■««*“; «JSSTJS^ SS.S.'SJ SS.SS*1.‘S^ 

as e geSerous as p^slhto but it^s^ small, poor distrlct and Its resources are not 

greater than ttoose of toe p^pleltwautstoj^^ legislation that will allow all 

It is my ho. that we St an adequate meal day 

11 ’■ J “ Uc - “ --"‘“s 

to *thl b con n try ”s gr e a t wealth and Its great promise. 

Sincerely, 



Gut K. Baker. 
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State of Maine, 
Department of Kdugation, 
Augusta, Maine, August 31, 1011. 

f'“&Sa w'SSS'.ee .» nutrition ana Unman Ueca., 

M' ashing ton, & -CC „ . ,, 

T>ir Alt Senatob McGovekn i Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter 
to tlie Secretary of Agriculture in which you request the withdrawal of proposed 
regulations to the ^^ational School Lunch Act. 

I esoecially wish to call to your attention the following points : 

1 Legality of Proposed Regulations. — The USDA proposes with 1 these revisions 
to circumvent the intent of Congress and the letter of Sections 4 and ’ll of ^the 
Act Section 32 would supplement the initial allocations under Section ^ and U 
with, fu?tds apportioned on the basis of par ticipat von only , yet both of these 
Sections consider the need factor in the apportionment formula. , _ _ 

(Section 4 — “Apportionment (of cash- for *f ood assistance) among t he states 
shall he made on basis of two factors: ( 1 ) the participation rate for the state, 

and ( 2 ) the assistance need rate for the state. 

Section 11 “The amount (of special assistance funds) apportioned to each 

state shall bear the same ratio to the total of such funds as the number of 
children in such states aged 3 to 17, inclusive, ^^** **?? 

than $4,000 per annum has to the total number of such children in a A 

That Section 32 funds are intended to assume the identity of the section to 
which they are transferred is attested by the regulation requiring states to meet 
the matching requirement of Section 4 including any funds transferred into 
Section 4- . , . . . . 

If not illegal, the regulations are certainly inconsistent. 

2. Effect of Proposed Rcgulatio?is.— r riie regulations were designed to assure 
every state (1) an average 5<5 her meal for each Type A meal served in 1»<*-; 

/ *> \ 30 ^. f or each free or reduced price meal. However, states with incomes be- 
low the national average that under the Act would receive or more per meal 
under Section 4 would not he able to maintain that level if any increase in par- 
ticipation were experienced. Any increase in such state would push the average 
T>er meal reimbursement down toward the five cent floor, this is 

not as potentially crippling to the program as the average 30 cent ceiling on 
free and reduced price meals. Although 11 was specifically designed to assist 
states with a high percentage of low income families under tlie proposed ^vi- 
sions low income states would receive no special consideration. All states^ would 
be held to an average of 30^ per meal for meals served childien qualifying for 

free or reduced price meals. . _ _ 

3. Effect of Proposed Revisions on Maine Schools. — With economic conditions 
prevailing statewide, we cannot in Maine rob Peter to pay Paul ; that is, we will 
have to use the 30tf rate statewide. With the average cost of a lunch exceeding 
52 <t, local communities cannot afford to serve children qualifying for free and re- 
duced price lunches, especially as reduced price meals amounted to less than 15947 
of those served free and at reduced price. 

In May, 1971, Maine public schools served 2,071,625 meals. Of these 30.039& 
were free or reduced price (20tf or less). And of the fre- and reduced price meals 
85.85% were free. Computing reimbursement of the free and reduced price meals 
served in Maine in May on basis of proposed revisions, indicates that Maine schools 
would have had to absorb a loss of over $78,800 for one month's operation alone ! 
It Is obvious that the majority of the schools cannot provide free lunches under 
the reimbursement structure set forth In the proposed regulations. 

4 . Timing. — It Is unreasonable to expect these, or any other amendments that 

so seriously affect the program, to become effective upon publication with no pro- 
vision for an adjustment period. T _ 

With budgets established, in March and free and reduced price, policies. In duly, 
Maine schools at this point' cannot provide free and reduced price meals to. qualify- 
ing children at the proposed levels of funding. • _ • 

We are most grateful t;o you for your Interest in expanding the program to 
reach all children. We especially appreciate your quick response to this crisis 
■situation. 



Sincerely, 
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. Miss Gebtkude Gbinet, 
Director, School 'Nutrition Programs. 
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Bath. Maine, September 7, 1971. 



Senator George McGovern, 

subsidy band 

President. Maine School Superintendents Association of Bath . 



School Admin istbativk Distract No. 63, 

School Administrative District No. zo. 

East Holden, Maine, September S, 1971. 

« »n nutrition amt Uumnn Xoil.. V.S. Sunute, 

we win have to stop feeding these lunches or close down our 

LZfl^wTZLTge^SlraSlldTwe 

' r-im thp arhool lunches ov clos© them down ttltoKotlicr, 

Our state law says to feed free lunches. We cannot without this extra e p. 

Very truly yours, Rtjby m. Hall, 

Supervisor , School Lunches • 



Caravel, Junior High School, 
Carmel, Maine, Bxtytcmher 8, J971. 

Seantor Geouor McGovern, 

Chairnian, Select Committee on nutrition and Human Needs, 

TJ.H. Senate, TTa^Mtt^tow, ZJ.C. 

Dear Sir: We have just recently been made aware of the fact that federal 
SnhRkiv for School Lunches have been drastically reduced. We are of the 
oninfon that this will result in serious eonseQuenees and intolerable conditions 
a h it no r t n f n s t o ! mp o v c r I shed , hungry youngsters ns well ns the financial aspects 
of the total lunch program In our particularly poor rural area. 

We admonish you therefore to use ©very bit of influence at your command to 
bring about nt least* a level of funding comparable to that which existed during 
the fatter part of school year 1070-71. We will support your endeavor and vse 
thank you sincerely. 

Sincerely, Norman I*. Soucib, 

Superintendent of Schools. 



School Administrative District No. 31, 

II axe Ian d , Maine . Septetnber S, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, _ „ . 

Chairman, Select Committee on Nutrition and Iluman heeds, 

D.B. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

Dear Senator McGovern : On behalf of the people in the area cov«red by 
School Administrative District No. 31— eight rural towns, only one at wJJ* has 
an industrv (and employment there has recently been drastically reduced) this 
fetter is to Request that the subsidy rates on free, reduced price, and regular 
meals not be lowered from May figures. To do so would Impose such hardship 
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that it might ineau the program would have to be closed du^e 

Sincerely, 0tI8 a St T j IOMA8) Superintendent. 



; Oxford Hills School District, 

. Food Services Department, 

i south Paris, Maine, September 11, lull. 

Senator GEoaati McGovern, 

Senate Office Building, 

2Stf S 

Pr 5S“Se assure you we are iu ao area 

”“£,* ^SSr&SflfgKif SudfSinno do'ubl close our program to ueed, 
and hungry children. 

Sincerely, o.rirprr™ w. Taylor, Direotor. 



Maine School 

cTairman, ™cHcl Committee onXutrition and Human Xecd*, 

' y "£2%Z‘*™ McGovmm : I am writiug coo.erulag the proposal to reduce the 

government subsidy for lunches being s ®f °H r S2 (X) O00 out of $1,500,000. The 

We have been faced with budget $32,000 

Thunk you for your consideration. 

Sinceiely, Hahtlan u D. Cusuman» 

Superintendent of Schools. 

School Administrative District No. 80, 

JAvcrmoro Falls, Maine , September ~0, Ull . 

Senator Gkouuk McGovern, 

Semite Office Building, 

\\ ashinyton, O.C. , th«t the Agriculture Department has cut the 

f a m“ for' ni Y.uw'h Program for this year. I understand the funds are 

•Te"^-." Se“t^nd”hl.d^TSy “f^^^a^o^oTtK™ 

in the hlaek even with a l °, C “L^ 1 bil y ^ to^^k U the&e funds from local sources, 
full valuation, it will be impossible to scen e funding at last years 

Hence, it boils down to the mean thttt 

!rS “ ch«dSn W who dej?;a on thffa. t&lr major meal of the day will 

gu without. and additional funds "ere being sought, 

f ™u,d SSEStod «to ^^.hoiever, with the food. asaUeble and held 

VtSTSKSTS i“V™ St^toSESlKi this problem and I thank yea 
in advance for anything you can do. 

Sincerely, Richard E. A. Marx, Superintendent. 
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MASSACHUSETTS 



School Superintendency Union No. 29, 

Lee, Muaa., September 28, 191 1. 



Hon. Geobge S. McGovern, 

The U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.O. 

Dear Senator McGovern : The recent announcement that school lunch reim- 
bursement will be cut bnck will jeopardize many of the existing school lunch 
programs and most certainly will curtail any expansion of such programs. 

In this day of high Inflationary trends the cut back merely adds another 
burden on the already sickened home owner. In many cases, the Immediate 
reaction to the announcement of A possible cut back in reimbursement is that 
we should end all lunches In the schools. If, as the government insists, school 
lunches are an important and integral part of any school system and if school 
systems are to encourage more participation by offering free or reduced priced 
lunches, than more financial help, rather than, less, must be forthcoming. 

Many school systems that are having a difficult time housing youngsters 
educationally are being prodded to develop facilities or programs to feed 
youngsters No community, under present conditions, will proceed In this 



direction 

I know I speak for literally hundreds of parents, and many administrators 
when I urge your support of state and city lunch programs by asking the USD A 
to drop its proposed regulations. 

Thank you for your kind patience and understanding. 

Very sincerely, _ _ _ , . 

Maurice J. Boulanger, Superintender, t. 



MICHIGAN 



Detroit Public Schools, 

Division of Business Affairs, 

Department of Food Sef.vick, 

Detroit , Mich August 26, 1071. 

Be Proposed changes in Regulations (7 CFR Part 210, 7 CFR Part 220, 7 CFR 
Part 245). 



Mr HEiinKUT D. Rorkx, 

Director , Child Nutrition Division , Food and Nutrition Service, 7/.S. Department 
of Agriculture , Wash ington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Rorex : We have carefully reviewed the proposed changes in regula- 
tions pertaining to the National School Bunch Program, Non-Fcod Assistance 
Program, and Determining Eligibility for Free and Reduced Price Bunches. We 
find nothing in these proposed changes that would lead us to believe that the 
IBS. Department of Agriculture is in any way attempting to follow the intent of 
the Congress in its passage of rublic Baw 01-248, namely, to provide food service 
to needy children. In fact, if our understanding of the proposed changes is cor- 
rect, they will nullify much, if not all, of the progress that we have made during 



the last eighteen months. . _ _ ^ A ^ .. , 

It Is extremely difficult for us to understand why the Department has waited 
until such a late date to make these proposed changes. We know that changes 
in the regulations have been under consideration for some time as I was a mem- 
ber of the committee that met in March, 1071 to review the regulations and 
recommend changes. Unfortunately, few, if any, of the recommendations that 
were made by the committee are contained in the proposed changes. The pro- 
posed changes* if allowed to stand, will decrease the amount of federal money 
received by Detroit, at a time when it is being recommended that we liberalize 
our income guidelines for free lunch, and there is a high rate of unemployment 
in Detroit. Classes will start September S. We are in the process of signing a 
new agreement with the State, yet no one can tell us what rate of reimbursement 
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we will receive. How then do we determin^ 

for a Board of Education, that cut backs In the educational 

tant to go further in debt. They! ™*e ma^ many cut^o ^ conslder further C ut 

program and if relief la “°* tbe Department of Agriculture Is taking 

backs. With the course of action that the Deparune ^ W 1U be carefully 

at this time, is a certainty that the schooliuncn |* x ^ ndlture8 are required. 

.reviewed if further decreases in ® tn?reased paJticipami. from 24,000 Type A 
In the last seven years we have > increased partly locatlons . la June, 1071, 

Lunches a day in 98 locations to Ol.OtW per y reduced cost compared 

01<yt> of the total lunches served were served free or a a year8 ago . Yet we 

ta 4% of the total participation that , 127 000 needy children enrolled 

are only reaching about 40,000 of toed serv- 

«—• b,,t wlthout a 

doubt they au have some nwd^Mldrea euro e expertenced a loss la the 

w a ao d r«“^ip.”£^nt y ?alxci> of $600,000. Prolia.inary 

operation of the ServiTO ^ep wu ^ thafc dur m g the 1970-71 school 

reports from the Accounti g R nrices and menu pattern have remained un- 
year we lost less than $25,000. Our prices and menu pact ^ question but that 

So^SoSSaftSXg^ 

SIS ■»»■»«* “» 

°«S STS »oao W o f tSo“^af»; 

Ha^^iMwSu HSSSSHS 

‘/eimlmtSontlorotbor district. »«1 «,. »» oat JfclJgJ," “ 

^SS&sSgSSstSBt&te.-^ 

i.reassuiniUB U.„t In /«,« -* ■*- 

a Federal Court Pooree It didn't Art'teTta^^oa* d hare no trouble meeting 

SadSp^n™ rad n, «hM rr thr,'StSro ho. a built la self-destruction factor 
further , that such cotublned rate of rellI J^ ur ^f I ^ e ^ Tvne A lunches being served 
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of free and reduced-price i.vpe A luuehes served”. We Anally determined tho/c 
what is being said is that a <!istrlct or school will not be able to receive the same 
rate of reimbursement for free and reduced price lunches, if this rate is higher 
than 50 cents unless the free lunches served constitute 00% of the total free and 
reduced price Uinches served. _ 

If our understanding is correct we will have a problem in our Astro-Pack 
or cold lunch program. This program has served as an emergency program for 
us and has allowed us to provide food in fifty-six schools to 12,000 students ; it 
has permitted uh to provide service now, with a minimum expenditure for equip- 
ment, and regard for adequate facilities in a school. It is, however, a more ex- 
pensive program to operate, as we are contracting with a food management firm 
for the lunches and additional funding will be required if the program is to con- 
tinue to operate. We don’t understand why the State’s flexibility should be cur- 



tailed in these areas. , L , 

If there are abuses in this area, then they should be dealt with on an individual 
basis. When these abuses are handled by a broad change in flexibility some good 
as well as some Poor programs are destroyed in the process. Paragraphs (d-1) 
and (d-2) would be alright if adequate funds are provided, however, past ex- 
perience indicates that this is very seldom the case. For this reason we believe, 
even though supplemental appropriations are not desirable, they provide a better 
solution to the problem, if continued growth of the program is a goal of the U.S. 



Department of Agriculture. 

In reviewing the proposed changes for Non-Food Assistance, we find them most 
unrealistic. We know that each year the income guidelines for free lunches will 
be broadened. This of course, will mean increases in the number of lunches served 
in existing schools, and we need the flexibility of meeting these Increased needs 
when they occur, and not six months later. Further, we have established the 
Astro-Pack program as an expedient way to provide food service. Yet, it is a 
temporary program and we want to move to convert these schools to hot lunch 
programs as facilities and funds permit. 

Again, it seems that the Department is moving to correct abuses to the program 
by curtailing the flexibility of all State Directors, rather than dealing with spe- 
cific abuses. We believe that this is a dangerous practice, and should be avoided. 

The changes proposed In Part 245 Determining Eligibility for Free and Re- 
duced Price Lunches, does not affect us. However, it would seem that, in this 
area, more would be gained if the U.S. Department of Agriculture were to specifi- 
cally spell out and define in concrete terms what Is meant by “reasonable basis”. 
In fact, much of the trouble in this area could have been avoided if this would 



have been done two years ago. 

In summary, we would strongly urge that the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
withdraw the proposed changes, at this time. We believe that changes that will 
not be effective until after the programs have started will be extremely detri- 
mental to the program. If the goal of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Is to 
stabilize the funding of the program and Increase its growth, then the change 
of regulations at this time is in direct conflict with the stated goals. 

Sincerely, 

Howard W. Briggs, Director . 



Detroit Public Schools, 

Division of Business Affairs, 

Department of Food Service, 
Detroit , Mich., August 31, 1971 . 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Chairman* Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs , U.S. Senate , Senate 
Office Building, Washington, 

Dear Senator McGovern : Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter to 
Secretary Hardin, dated August 24, 1971. We are in complete agreement with 
your request, and in our response to Mr. Rorex, we have urged the withdrawal 
of the proposed chAnges. 

However, in trying to determine the present action that we should take, I 
realized that over-reaction to the proposed change could fee as destructive to the 
program as the changes themselvea This will be true even if the Department 
withdraws the changes In the regulations. In effect, we have a “heads we win — 
tails you lose” proposition for the Department of Agriculture. 

84 



1825 



We, therefore, are attempting to react to the possible cl.an t , .j in a reasonable 
manner. I am recommending that we proceed in adopting income guidelines 
based on the rates of reimbursement that we were to receive before any proposed 
changes were made. This action is based on the assumption that reimbursement 
rates cannot be decreased until we receive sixty days notice. If this assumption 
is correct, and the Department doesn't come up with loop-holes, then we should 
have ample time to react to any changes. Under the circumstances, I believe it 
is the only correct course of action we can take. Hopefully, I will be able to con- 
vince others that it is the correct course of action. 

However, let there be no mistake, if our reimbursement rates are decreased, 
we will scale back our program in direct proportion. When a school district is in 
debt, and is considering possible further cut-backs in its educational programs, 

we will have no choice in the matter. . 

The enclosed material represents my personal responses to the Proposed 
changes in regulations, and an information questionnaire for the ASFSA as to 
the effect of the rhanges. I am sure that you will be furnished with a complete 
summary by ASFSA. 

Sincerely, _ 

Howard W. Briggs. 

Chairman , Major Cities Directors Section. 

CITY OB STATE DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Question 1. How much did it cost to produce a Type A lunch during the 1970-7J 
school year? Do not include the value of UBDA donated commodities. 

Answer. 64^/ 

Question 2 . How many free or reduced price lunches did your State or School 
System serve during 1970-71 school year t ($2M9A59£0) 

Answer. 5,800,657. „ 

Question 8 . How many free or reduced price lunches do you expect to serve 
this year (1971-72) ? 

Answer. 7,000,000. f . 

Question If. What would have been the loss per meal during last year (lviu- 
71 ) if you had received only 85# federal reimbursement for free or reduced price 
lunchest (44# a/ve, — 85#=$.09) 

Answer. $.09 per lunch or $522, 059.13/yr. 

Question 5 . How much money will your State or School System lose in 1971—72 
if you receive only 35# federal reimbursement for free or reduced price lunchest 
(55# S —35#=20#X7, 000,000) 

Answer. 20# per lunch oc $l,400,000.00/yr. a 



Divonia Public Schools, 

August 81 f 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, _ _ 

Chairman , Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs , Seriate Office , 
Washington , D.O. 

Dear Senator McGovern : This letter concerns the proposed changes in regu- 
lations cited in Notice of Proposed Rule Making published in the Federal Regis- 
ter August 13, 1971. . . , - , - 

In S. 210.4 — paragraph (f) it states each Type A shall be reimbursed 5# from 
Section 4 apportionment and SO# maximum for free and reduced price meals 
from Section 32 special assistance funds. 

We in Michigan feel that because of high production costs, the minimum re- 
imbursement should be 0# for Type A and 40# for free and reduced price meals. 

With this more realistic funding we would be able to serve the needy of the 
school district. 

Sincerely, ^ 

Geraldine Tobin, 

Director of Food Service. 



1 Weighted average cost: Klem. $-47X1.0== $.47 Jr. High — 285; High .Q7X.5 — 

.335 1090 = . 545 = $.55£ : Value of commodities -4- .09 = $.64. 

2 Rate of reimbursement agreed to prior to proposed change. A . # .. 

• Our Board could not absorb this loss so we would have to cut back the program. It 

will also be necessary to request permission for a. ijrice increase of at least 7 # per lunch 
if the rate of reimbursement is cut to 5# . - ■ ^ 
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Plymouth Community School District, 

Plymouth,, Mich., September 3, 1971. 

Re/Reuuest for consideration of increased Section 32 school food service funds. 

Senator McGovebn, 

Senate Office Building, 

W De^S^1?ob*McGovebn : $4,552,220 comes off the 

able for the 1971-72 fiscal year for use by Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, Guam ana 

A ^e C rematning amount is available for distribution to other states as follows: 
Ttie in's Rrf times the number of lunches served above the base number 

ib) ioHtae7the number of free or reduced price lunches served above 

the base number^ number for (n) ls determined by dividing the original Sec- 
UO S by dividing .be original See- 

J( „ rate. U«e* nbnne (W «»* 

804) are too low and should be 64 and 404 respectively • 

For your consideration — thank you % 

Respectfully, Melvin I. Blunk, 

Assistant Superintendent , Business ► 



NEBRASKA 



StAtb op N ebra ska^ 
Department of Education, 

Lincoln, August 11, 1971. 



Hon. George McGovern, 

U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 

Dear^enator McGovern : I have oeen informed by USDA that you ^ 

in i?™“ S «nte plea ot proposed to start new programs la 31 schools . At that time 

E 2i SSL 

us of their proposed revision of program regulaUons If these P^Posals are 

tor S» state 

we have promised to assist with new programs ttis year. Grand Mandha^een 

Ipprovld to start eleven new prog^ms-all of **•**' of toe!Te£ 
will cancel all of them. Columbus will do the same with all nine of 
mentar^ schoolB which we had already approved. Blab r will caned 

SSSSSSSfS£S£SSS w.TbeTn\°^» 

*”7, ;rnrt e o™ly''rt“t «.»l not start these new programs nnder the proposed 
SSKffltJAS K believe 
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these are idle threats on the part of administrators and school boards We 
believe, instead, they are serious, and will convert to a la carte program- to 
serve only those who can pay. The financial condition of most schools is crh cal. 
They can no longer chance operating a program that will add to their financial 

burdens. T . 

If the proposed regulations are permitted to become effective our school 
administrators will lose all of the confidence they have ever had ir the etleral 
government. I would predict there will never be feeding programs in the elemen- 
tary school at Grand Island, North Platte, Columbus, Fremont, Norfolk uid 
South Sioux City if this happens. 

It is our sincere hope that you and other Senators and Congressmen can 
prevent the adoption of the proposed regulations and that we in the states and 
schools can get back to our job of feeding children. 

A copy of this letter will be sent to Congressman Perkins for his information. 



Sincerely yours. 



Aixen A. Elliott, 

Program Administrator , School Food Servic 



NEW MEXICO 



State of New Mexico, 
Department of Education, 

Santa Fe , September 2, 1971 . 

Gerald Cassidy, _ ^ ^ _ 

General Counsel , Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs , U.8. Senate 
Annew , Washington , Z>.<7. 

Dear Mr. Cassidy : Due to the proposed funding structure, the outlook for New 
Mexico school lunch programs grows dimmer and dimmer as the school year 
progresses. The New Mexico School Food Service Division, as well as the State 
Department of Education, is increasingly concerned and has expressed this con- 
cern to New Mexico congressional delegations and officials of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. . 

Since many schools have already opened, this office has received indications 
from several districts that they will be forced to close their lunchrooms if the 
proposed funding structure is approved. 

Farmington, for example, is located in the northwest corner of the state and 
during 1970-71 served some 3350 Type A lunches each day of which about 320 
were to Indian children. Prior to the beginning of school, the Farmington Board 
of Education voted 2 to 2 to discontinue the lunch program. Fortunately, the 
tie was broken by the chairman. This precarious position could very well be 
altered if the proposed regulations are approved. 

The Albuquerque Public School district, serving an average of 75,000 Pinches 
per day, estimates it will have a loss of 2.19 cents per meal if the proposed fund- 
ing is approved. An official of the Albuquerque system has publicly stated the pro- 
gram will be discontinued when school lunch funds decline to an accrued cash 

balance of one month or less. , ^ 

The superintendent of the Gallup school district, which serves more than 9,000 
lunches per day of which some 5,400 are to Indian children, stated In a news- 
paper article recently that the district might be able to continue the lunch pro- 
gram until February 1, 1972. He reported last year’s cost per lunch was 53.e 
cents and estimated the cost per meal under the ‘'freeze” would be 55 cents. 
After the “freeze” he said that cost could very well go to 57 cents. 

Since we have received this shocking evidence of district intentions under the 
proposed funding, we have mailed copies of the attached letter to 21 representa- 
tive districts, about one-fourth of them, throughout the state. We will pass along 
to Louise Frolich a composite of the results we receive, and will be happy to 
supply any additional information you may require. Our telephone number is^ 
505-827-2591. 

Sincerely yours, 

(Mrs.) Gretohen Y. Plagoe, 
Director , School Food Services. 
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State op New Mexico, 

Department of Education, 

Santa Fe, September 10, 1971 . 

Attention : Miss Louise A. K. Frolicb. 

l&cecuMve ^Director, American School Food Service Association, 

° Mr°Peerxman • As a result of inquiries made this past week among a 

broaTsampling of school districts ‘-f ^ar’^cutbaSf in^cVoo^linch program 
S^dhx°g will have upon the National ^^^"^^^^tScfs^f New^lexlco 
asktag speciflxfquesUon^of's^iperintendents as to the outlook for the current school 

of n resent funding regulations. As of today, September 10, we have 

given J.er e will give an lnalcatton of the 

this' regneet are: Albuquerque, Belen 
Bernalillo, Carlsbad, Shiprock. Clovis, Grants, Gallup, Las Cruces. West ^as 
Vegas Bovington, Penasco, Santa Fe, Socorro, and Springer. These^l 5 district 
represent a broad cross section as to size, number of needy children, geographi a 
location, and participation in the program. This represents abo ^t .12 Percent of 
the total number of participating districts (public and non-public) in New 

M The°f oil owing questions were asked and the answers represent the totals for 

these 15 jjow many school lunches do you estimate will be served this year? 

A In the 15 districts, 17,556,000 meals will be served. 

2. Q How many needy children will be served this year compared to last 

yt A r? An estimated 47,490 needy children will be served this year in these dis- 
tricts This represents an increase of 9,243 children over last year. The primary 
reason ^for* this increasTis because of the liberalized guidelines issued by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. In addition, some increase should be due to i ^h e f?ct 
that the program has been in operation for one year and increased publicity 

W ™'Q b n^‘ n nrrdo'?oreeUmnte total reimbursements will be decreased this 
year under the proposed funding compared to last year s total . 

A. In these 15 districts a total decrease in funding will come i to $610, 0CW. 

4. Q. Using May prices for food, what do you estimate each lunch will cost 

th A S An°nverage food cost for the 15 districts is $.45 for the current school year. 

5. ' Q. How long do you estimate the district can continue the lunch program 

Un i?\iost P of ^ the^diSr^cts indicated that they could operate the 
December or January of the current school year. One district ia ^9 > ate . d 0 tb ^^ b ^ 
thought they could “barely” complete the current school year, without any funds 
left with which to open the operation a year from this fall, pie earUesttermina- 
tion dates given were December of 1970. These dates were given by Albuquerque 

an jg > q_ j( the lunch program ceases, where would the children eat or would they 

^I?The h <Ustricts answered that the large numberof needy 

district would probably go without any lunch at all. They also pid that Provision 

of ~ snack bars and a la carte service would provide some food service for those 

who could afford to buy. Most of the districts indicated that long 

tances would make even the sack lunch impractical because of tbeiongperloci 

which the lunch would have to sit in an unrefrigerated area before the noon hour 

period. ^ i un ch program ceases, how many employees would be affected? 

A. In the 15 districts responding, there are 1,427 employees who would face 
unemployment and possibly return to welfare assistance in some form. 

8. Q* If the lunch program ceases, how will this affect the economy of you 

community? 
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A The 15 districts answering this inquiry stated that the annual input into 
the 'local communities would amount to $7,076,543. This money then would be 
taken out of the community economies and would cause a severe threat to the 

stability of many businesses now depending upon this income. 

Many further observations and conclusions could be drawn from the additional 
information provided by superintendents in their letters ; however, the statistics 
given should indicate the gravity of this current situation. . - 

It is obvious from the information given that school districts cannot possibly 
meet the $.45 food cost with a $.06 reimbursement from Section 4 and a $.30 re- 
imbursement from Section 11 and 32 monies. . .. A m 

I hope this information will be of assistance to you in considering further ac- 
tion to appeal for reconsideration of funding plans for the 1971—72 school year. 

Very sincerely yours, ~ 

MrS. GnETCHEN Y. PLAGGE, 

Director , School Food Services Division . 



Enclosure. 



National School Lunch Program 



what it is 



The National School Lunch Program is a grant-in-aid program of Federal 
assistance to the States. It helps provide, through cash reimbursements and 
donated foods, nominally priced, wholesome, appetizing lunches to the Nation s 
school children every school day. These lunches make an : 

to good nutrition, vital to both mental and physical growth during a child s forma- 
tive years. For those unable to pay the regular price, usually those for whom 
a balanced lunch is especially important, lunches are provided free or at a re- 
duced price. At the same time the program fills vital nutrition needs, it educates 
children in proper diet. 

how it started 

Providing lunches In school is not a new concept. The first known school feed- 
ing operation in the United States L ?gan in 1863. By the turn of the century 
several cities were operating “penny lunch programs’ in elementary schools. It 
was not until the early 1930’s, however, that the Federal Government initiated a 
food assistance program to schools. This was the beginning of a chain of events 

which eventual!? led to the passage of the National s f eduta- 
thereby establishing school food service as an integral part of the U.S. educa 

ti0 Snicificall?' the Congress declared that the objective of the 1946 National 
Softool Lunch Act is “to safeguard the health and well-being, of the Nation s 
children, and to encourage the domestic consumption of nutritious agricultural 
commodities and other food. ,, 

WHO IS ELIGIBLE 

All public and nonprofit private schools (such as parochial, sectarian, and 
denominational schools) of high school grade or under may apply for the pro- 
gram. In order to obtain Federal aid, schools agree to: children reeardless 

Operate the lunch program on a nonprofit basis for all children regard! 

^Provide 1 lunches* flcee^or^aM ® 1 reduced price to children who are determined 
bv^ local school authorities following minimum Federal guidelines to be un- 
nhio tn nnv the full nrice of the lunch. Children receiving free or reduced- 
price inches must nel be so Identified nor otbertrl«e dlserimlnAHd MMJ.*; 

Serve nutritious lunches that meet the requirement for Type A luncnes 
established by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

THE TYPE A LUNCH 

The Tvne A lunch is designed to meet at least one-third of the daily dietary 
allowances recommended by the National Resear-h Council for 10- to j 2-year-old 
boys and girls. The Type A pattern includes as a minimum : 

1 One-half pint of fluid whole milk as a beverage. „ . . 

2* Two ounces (edible portion as served) of lean meat, poultry, °* \ 

f . Q f cheese * or one egg ; or one-half cup of cooked dry beans or peas , 

OTfouTtoblfs^oonrof peanut butter ; or an equivalent quantity of any com- 
bination of the above-listed foods. To be counted In meeting this requirement. 
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these foods must be served in o - main dish, or in a main dish and one other 

m ^ U A t tln'ee-foiivths cup serving consisting of two or more vegetables or 
fruits, or both. Full-strength vegetable or fruit juice may be counted to meet 
not more than one-fourth cup of this requirement. 

4 One slice of whole-grain or enriched bread ; or a serving of cornbread, 
biscuits, rolls, muffins, etc,, made of whole-grain or enriched meal or flour. 

5. One teaspoon of butter or fortified margarine. 

WHO OPERATES IT 

The School Lunch Program is essentially a community effort. Local school au- 
thorities and interested local citizens operate lunchrooms in their community 
schools throughout the country. The Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture administers the program in cooperation with State De- 
partments of Education which, in turn, enter into agreements with the schools 
for the operation of the program. In a number of States, the State Departments of 
Education cannot administer the program in private schools. In those states, 
such schools may apply for participation directly to the Food and Nutrition 
Service Regional Offices. 



- Cash 



FEDERAL assistance to the program 



ro 

Federal funds for the School Lunch Program are apportioned among the States 
to be used in reimbursing schools for part of the cost of the food they purchase. 
The amount of money each State receives is determined on the bn sis of two fac- 
tors * (1) school lunch participation in the State, and (2) per capita income for 
the State. For each lunch served meeting program standards schools receive re- 
imbursement according to their need as determined by their State agency, or 
FNS Regional Office where applicable. In addition, special cash assistance is 
provided to help bear the cost of free and reduced price lunches. In cases of ex- 
treme need up to 100 percent of the cost of food service operation, propded that 
it dues not exceed 60 cents per lunch, may be reimbursed. Federal funds used in 
a State for reimbursing schools must be matched with funds from sources \vi thin 
the State . . . including State and locally appropriated funds children s pay- 
ments, donated goods and services, etc. ... at the rate of three dollars for each 
Federal dollar. 

Food _ 

Approximately 80 percent of the food used in the School -launch _ Program is 
purchased by schools on the local market. Foods acquired by the Depar^ 

ment of Agriculture under its farm programs are generally available to all eligible 
nonprofit school lunch programs. The variety and quantity of these foods donated 
to schools depends on the kinds and amounts in Government inventory and on 
whether they can be used effectively. 

A dministrative Aid 

Both Federal and State personnel are available to provide administrative and 
technical assistance and to advise local manage -s on operating individual school 
lunch programs. Dp to one percent of the total program funds are available for 
nutritional training and education for workers, cooperators, and participants in 
the program. Also, USDA may reserve up to one percent of the funds available 
for apportionment to the State to carry out special developmental projects. 

HOW TO GET MORE INFORMATION 

"While the School Lunch Program is now available to a majority of children, 
it is not yet established in many schools and many areas where the need is great- 
est. Federal, State-, and local authorities stand ready to help communities and 
schools provide lunch service for all children. The School Lunch Program is one 
of several inter-related activities of USDA aimed at helping needy people to im- 
prove their di^ts. Help is also provided for schools wanting to start breakfast 
service and provide extra milk for their students, under the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966. Details of all USDA child feeding programs are in a publication, Child 
Nutrition Programs, PA-948, which may be obtained from Office of Information, 
USDA, Washington, D.C. 20260. 
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For additional information on all these school feeding activities, public and 
nonprofit private schools should write to the State educational agency in their 

CE In the l foilowing States the State educational agency is not permitted by law 
to administer the program in nonprofit private schools ; therefore, applicants 
should write to tlie appropriate XJ SDA regional office as listed • 



NORTHEAST 

Maine* New Jersey; Pennsylvania ; West Virginia: Regional Office, Food and 
Nutrition Service, TJ.S. Department of Agriculture, 26 Federal Plaza, New York, 
New York 10007. 

SOUTHEAST 



Alabama ; South Carolina ; Tennessee ; Virginia : 
Nutrition Service, TJ-S. Department of Agriculture, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309. 

MIDWEST 



Regional Office, Food and 
1718 Peachtree Road, N.W., 



Iowa: Michigan ; Nebraska; North Dakota; Ohio; Wisconsin: Regional Office, 
Food and Nutrition Service, TJ. S. Department of Agriculture. 536 South Clark 
-Street, Chicago, Illinois 60605. 

SOUTHWEST 



Arkansas : Colorado ; Texas : Regional Office, Food and Nutrition Service, 
TJ.S. Department of Agriculture, bOO South. Srvay Street, Dallas, Texas 75201. 

WESTERN 

Hawaii ; Idaho ; Montana ; Nevada ; Washington : Regional Office, Food and 
Nutrition Service, TJ.S. Department of Agriculture, 630 Sansome Street, San 
.Francisco, Calif. 94111. 



NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH WEEK 



The Congress, by a joint resolution, has designated the seven-day period 
beginning on the second Sunday of October in each year as National School Lunch 
Week, and has requested the President to issue annually a proclamation calling 
for the observance of that week. 



NORTH CAROLINA 



Concord City Schools, 
Concord , V.O., September 1G, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Senate Ajwnew Huilding, 

Washington, Z>.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : During the 1970—71 school year, the Concord City 
■ Schools served 524,435 student lunches — 979 reduced price, 417,377 paid, and 
106,079 free. We received for the year a lunch reimbursement of $71,291.66. 

Under the regulations now out, the maximum reimbursements are 5# for paid 
lunches and 30* for free lunches. This will give us a reimbursement for the 
above figures of $52,980.25. 

This will mean a loss in reimbursement of $18,305.41. The number of free 
student lunches is approximately 5% more this year so this means an even 
greater loss. ^ 

At this point, I cannot see how school lunch can operate with such a tre- 
mendous loss in funds. 

I urge you to help us by any means possible to at least receive the reimburse- 
ment established last school year. We just simply cannot operate by Increasing 
the number of free or needy lunches served and decreasing the funds available 
to do the job. 



Very truly yours. 



(Mrs.) Johnbie Beaver, 
s jSchoot Food, Service Director. 



Maryland State Agency Is In Baltimore. 
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Albeuable City Schools, 
Albemarle, N.C., September 27 , 1971. 

Bon. George McGovern, 

Senator from South Dakota, Senate Anne so Building, 

'Washington, D.C. 



Dear Senator McGovern: We are a small school unit struggling with our 
lunchroom feeding program and would like to request that you use all the 
strength at your command to bring about some changes in the position of USDA. 
We have recently been informed that our tentative reimbursement rate for 
the 3071—72 school year will be 35# for free and reduced-price lunches and 
f># for paid lunches, a reduction of Id each from the rate received last year. If 
the reimbursement rate is not increased, we will receive approximately $4,000.00 
less In reimbursement funds than we received last year ; and our program last 
year was marginal. 

It is rather ironical that USD A regulations would require us to encourage 
more children and parents to apply for free lunches and then reduce the 
reimbursement rate for the lunches. Our program to secure more applicants 
for free lunches has certainly been successful as evidenced by the fact that we 
have 87 % more applicants for free lunches this September than last. 

The average cost of producing a lunch in our school system is 40.4#. If we 
receive the tentative 3G# per lunch reimbursement for free lunches for the 
1071-72 school year, it will be virtually Impossible for us to continue to operate 
our lunchroom feeding program and provide free lunches for ull needy children. 

I have been in meetings with many North Carolina school administrators 
in recent days, and it seems we all face the same dilemma. We must look to 
yon and the Congress for help in the matter. If you desire further information 
or need someone at the grass-rootH level to testify regarding this matter. I 
shall be happy to do so. 

We shall look forward to your help. 

Cordially yours, 

H. T. Wmn, .Tr„ Superintendent. 



Congress op the United State3, 

Bouse op Representatives, 
Washington, D.O., September 2, 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Chairman, Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 

Ne to Senate Office .Inner. 



Dear Senator McGovern : It is my understanding yonr Committee will hold 
hearings next Tuesday, September 7, at which time the School Lunch Program 
will he di8Coswd. 

I believe the enclosed copies of letters from two counties in my District will 
be of interest to you. It is hoped the proposed changes by the Department of 
Agriculture will be delayed until it is finally determined Tvery needy child will 



be fed for the entire school year. 
Sincerely, 



Waiter B. Jones, 



Member of Congress. 



Lenoir County Public Schools. 

Kinston, N.C . , August SI, 1971. 

Re Proponed change* in Pod oral School Lunch Program — Special Assistance. 

Hon. Walter B. Jones, 

House of Bepresentattves, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Congressman Jones : During the 1070-71 school year, the Lenlor County 
School Cafeterias provided 487.805 free or reducud price lunches to deprived chil- 
dren. This was 46.5% of all lunches served and means that 2,721 hungry children 
received a Type A lunch each day. This would not have been possible had It not 
been for the United States Department of Agriculture's Special Assistance Pro- 
gram, which provided 46# reimbursement on free or reduced price loaches and 12# 
on each paid lunch. 
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It has come to my attention today that the proposed changes in the Vnited 
States Department of Agriculture regulations would restrict the use of allotted 
funds in meeting our needs to reach the hungry children of Lenior County and 
North Carolina. It is my understanding that, under the new proposal, the maxi- 
mum reimbursement rate for special assistance will be 30# per lunch. This will 
seriously endanger our entire free and reduced price lunch program and place 
hungry students back in our classrooms ! . . .. . .. 

We urgently need your support to return this program to a basis that will allow 
North Carolina to pay the full cost of the free and reduced price lunches for this 

school year. _ .. . . . 

Anything that you can do to help us will be more than appreciated. 

Very truly yours, „ _ _ 4 

Euzabeth S. Bryan, 

Supervisor, Lenior County School Food Services. 

BSEA 0*>ncJ5, 

Winton, N.O., August 31, 1971. 

Hon. Walter B. Jones, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: 1 am writing In protest of the new L.S. Department of Agriculture 
regulations restricting the use of allotted funds in meeting our needs in reaching 
hungry children in North Carolina. 

The Federal Government has set up a program stating that we must feed, every 
hungry child; then the Department of Agriculture cuts oar funds drastically. 
With the proposed reimbursement of 5# for u paid lunch and 30# for a free lunch, 
our schools here in Hertford County will be in serious financial difficulty by 
Christmas. 

In Hertford County, about 56% of our children eat a free or reduced price 
lunch. We charge 25# for a fully paid lunch so that more students can pay. 

In the spring of 1971, our reimbursement was increased to 12# for a paid lunch 
and 45# for free lunch. Wc frit that this was adequate. t , 

I beg you to consider this matter carefully before making your final decision. 

Sincerely, _ 

(Mrs.) Etta Heath:, 

School Food Services Supervisor , Hertford County. 



Beaufort County Board of Education, 

Washington, N.C., September 2, 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : Thank you for your interest and concern for the 

National School Bunch Program. . . _ 

We appreciate your awareness of our problems and w© support the nearing you 
have called. BE: Proposed changes in regulating use of Federal Funds. 

We strongly feel that this is a high priority if we continue to feed our hungry 
children free and reduced price lunches. 

Attached Is a copy of our letter to Mr. Herbert Bo rex. 

Sincerely, _ „ , . . 4 

Gray Hodges, Superintendent. 

(Mrs.) Sara F. Cutueb, Nutritionist . 

Attachment. „ 

Beaufort County Board of Education, 

Washington, N.C., Septembers, 1971. 

Mr. Herbe rt Roncx, 

Director, Child Nutrition Service, USD A, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dbab Mb. Robe: W© are greatly concerned with the new proposed USD A 
regulations restricting the us© of allotted funds in meeting our needs in reaching 
hungry children in North Carolina. 
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In Beanfort County , ^^ ) “f 1 ^bes 'foT ^to^nalwIiw'SndCT^nloml 

PEFCENT ADA SERVED LUNCHES 

Year: 79 percent (25 percent free, 75 percent Pajd^. 

1968- 1969 87 percent (25 percent free, 75 percent P«ld>- nalrfl 

1969- 1970 I* *:;::::"::" 87 percent <32 percent free. 9 percent reduced, 59 percent petilj. 

proposed ^l^rMpSZS we woS^have^eceivtd $87,- 

47 We* waj^we c S32 

plates/da. In 70-71 for a i pi cost ^^Jelmbur^-.aent of 80#. 
continue to serve the needy cniiure . onth’s operating expenses. 

SSfa^a" 

Sincerely, G ray Hodoes. Superintendent. 

(Mrs.) Saha F. Cuti.eb, Nutritionist. 



U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C., September 9, 1971. 

PcoSlfee on Ku'rit'on ana Human Neel*. V.8. Senate. Wa.h- 
C“^I am in r~e.Pt .of a 

which r £L^ C3 ^“^ n by n M"=- Sara P. Cutler. Nutritionist of the Beaufort 
C °™£ ST™" concern about the new proposed 

enci™ta 0 , eopy d o e f r ' "tU^mm^l’c.'SSn eo that you may have the benefit of their 

thinking on this important subject. 

With 7*11 kind wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, Sam J. Ervin, Jr. 



Enclosure. 



■Beaufort County Board of Education, 

Washington. N.O. , September 2, 1971. 



Hon. Sam J. Ervin, Jr., 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.O. t v, p National School Bunch 

Dear Senator: We wish to request your HE: Prop osed changes in 

Program at the hearing called to carry out the mandatory pro- 

iM w'itl^otto^eeting the need for free and re- 

'"■JSJS5S3S6S ^‘“^rifMMr. Herbert Borex. 

Slncerc,y ' ,«ssau 



Attachment. 



Beaufort County Board or p N, r «~# 

Washington, N.O* September 2, 1971. 



M5^*5°“r«»oa Dfobdon. Food and WufHflon USDA. Wa.K- 

ta s£‘S 

hungry children In North Caroline. 
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In Beaufort CouOty we have tried to follow Public Law 91-248 in meeting: the 
need for free and reduced price lunches for children qualifying under income 
standards established by U s l>A and the State Agencies. 



Year: 

1968 - 1969 

1969 - 1970 

1970 - 1971 



PERCENT ADA SERVED LUNCHES 



79 percent (25 percent tree, 75 percent paid). 

87 percent (25 percent free, 75 percent paid). 

87 percent (32 percent free, 9 percent reduced, 59 percent paid). 



If our reimbursement bad been reduced from the present 12<* and 45<S to the 
proposed 5tf and 30^ based 70-71 participation we would have received $87,473.00 
instead of $10G,537.i>3 \ve did receive. _ . 

We have nine iuhch r o0 m s in Beaufort County and averaged feeding 4073 
plates Ala. in 70-71 for a p ] ate cost of $.437. Therefore, we see no way we could 
continue to serve the needy children with a reimbursement of 30^. 

Our present county-wide balance is .7 of a month’s operating expenses. 

This program, w® fed, deserves a high priority in Federal Funding. 

Sincerely, „ . 

Gray Hodges, Superintendent . 

(Mrs.) Sara F. Cutler, Nutritionist. 



Cararrus County Schools, 
Concord , N.C. t September Hi, 19~1. 



Hon. Gec -.qe McGovern. 

Senator Annex Budding, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator >IcGovE»>f : During the 1070-71 school year, the Cabarrus 
County Schools sef v ed 1,108,170 student lunches — 12,074 reduced price, 151,287 
free, and 088,703 Paid- vVe received f^r the year « lunch reimbursement of 
$131,003.03. 

Under the regulations po'v out, the maximum reimbursements are 5£ for paid 
lunches a ml 30tf for free llmches. This will give us a reimbursement for the 
above figures of $100,277 ,p5. 

This will mean a loss ih reimbursement of $30,785.08. The number of free 
student lunches is approximately 5 Vo more this year so this means an even 
greater loss. 

At this point, I cannot se® how school lunch can operate with such a tremendous 
loss In funds. 

I urge you to help us by any means possible to at least receive the reimburse- 
ment established lost school year. We Just simply cannot operate by iucreaslng 
the number of free lunches served and decreasing the funds available to do the 



job. 

Very truly yohrs, 



(Mrs.) Joiinsie Beaver, 
School Food Service Director. 



Catauba County Schools, 
Xctcton, N.C., September 17, 1911. 

Sen. Geo roe McGo'hu*, 

Senate Annex Building, 

Washington, D.C . 

Dear Senator M^Govki* 1 * : X wish to quote figures as to how the reduction in 
reimbursement rotes wohlfi affect onr administrative unit using the same 
number of lunches to be served this year as last. Since no investigation is to be 
made concerning the family Income reported on the application blank there is 
going to be considerable more free and reduced priced lunches. 

1970-71 : Number of fr«® loaches, 125,109 x .S0=$45,039.24 ; Number of paid 
lunches, 1,510,850 X .00=*= *90,051 .36. 

1071-72: Number of fr*® lunches, 125,109 x .30=»$37, 582.70 ; Number of paid 
lunches, 1,510,856 X , 05 =#7(5,542.80. 

This would be a J°Ss of *22,015,10 to our unit alone. 
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as last year. Please do all you can to help us. 

Yours truly, (Miss) Claudia Thabpb, Director. 



Kannapolis City Schools, 
Kannapolis, N.C., Sept. 17, 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Senate Anne# 11 uildinff, 

^^EAn^SENATon McGovern : We wish to call to your attention our deep concern 

We include for your information our loss calculated upon the proposed reim 
bursement rate: __ m 854 . g0 

Number of free 1 -7,10(5 ut _ 

Total amount we would have received 15’ 21?* 2g 

Amount actually received last year - r ' gs.,' qq 

Amount we would have received at new rates _______ 

Amount we would have lost at new reimbursement rates 22, 057. 98 

We believe this report speaks for itself. We feel that our lunch program will 
be in serious trouble if something is not done to correct tins We urge jou 
Se your Tnfluence in whatever way possible in order that we may continue to 
operate effectively during this school year. 

Thank you for this service. 

Very truly yours, c R CoWAX , 

Associate Superintendent. 
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Transylvania County Schools, 

Brevard, N.C . , Sept. 22, 1071. 

Hon. George ID. McGovern, 

Senator , U.S. Senate, 

ator: The enclosed copy of a letter to Mr. Herbert ID. Rorex, 
TRroftnr Child Nutrition IDl vision Food and Nutrition Service, USD A, express 
our^ro^ re^rdln«r t£Tpro£sed regulations governing tl.e operations of 

Fe jif 'Trifnsyfvania 1 County Carolina we appreelate your concern 
and t^ effort ““have made (or will make) to help meet our needs In feeding 
hungry children in 1971-1972 and in the years to come. 

Sincerely yours, (Mrs. B. F.) Madge K. Maree, 

Director/ Supervisor, T ransylvania County School Food Service- 

September 22, 1971- 

irrntor^Clii ' Division, Food and Nutrition Service, USD A, 

^Dmu^MEL Riaei: In North Carolina and Transylvania County we > **a non- 

sSmkiw 

States Department of Agrieulture 
restHctlng the use of allotted funds would no* meet our needs In feeding hungry 
children. qQ 
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In Transylvania County we would be faced with an impossible ft nancial d^ rain. 
Based on the number of children fed in our County last year, the financial loss 
would be approximately $16,000.00. This loss would be created i£"M e only 
received 54 reimbursement for all meals and 30tf reimbursement for free/reduced 

C °Progress made last year in feeding needy children cannot be maintained unless 

a change in the proposed regulations be made. , 

There is a great financial need for increased reimbursement for A.h It meals 

and especially so for free and reduced cost meals. , A , - H 

Without changes being made in the proposed rate of 54 per type A lunch and 
30 4 maximum for free and reduced cost meals, the needs of hungry children 
cannot be met, nor can the price per lunch be maintained at a level that children 

C& \^ ff urge t you^o lift these restrictions as proposed by the new regulations so 
that we will be able to fulfill our obligations in meeting the needs of our children 
in Transylvania County, in N -rth Carolina and in our Nation. 

Sincerely yonre, (Mrs . Q p } Madoe k . MAtlEE , 

Director/ Supervisor, Transylvania County School Food Service. 



OHIO 
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Board op Education, 

Maypiexj> City School District', 
Cleveland, Ohio, September 24, 197 1. 

^ Service Program, Executive Offices, Ohio Departments Build- 
ing, Columbus, Ohio 

ttitar Mr Rash • A few days ago our school district received information 
that we would only be reimbursed to the amount of 15 cents for every free lunch 

cu^^t^'ymir^Wp'artinent produced Information that the rel.m 
bursement rate varied between school districts, from lo cents to OO cents, 
denendimr upon the number of needy children in the district. 

My sense of fairness was truly outraged by this information, for the following 

reasons between 45 and 00 cents to produce a lunch, probably about the 

eame anmSnt it cipher district*. I see no reason why others s fi™ “ 
reimbursement for the total cost of their free lunch program white our paying 

students have to pick up part of the bill for their le “ J^m* a°Jeadv 

B This development will be very damaging to our cafeteria program, already 
losing about $50,000 a year. The weight of supporting these free lunches out of 
local funds is threatening our total lunch program on an 

could eventually deprive all our students of a hot school lunch. You are well 
aware that th/ tie-in between the free lunches and the sui^Ius f°^ forc^ us 
to retain one to get the other. We can’t stay in business without that «*urplU8 
food, but the free lunch program is moving toward the point where « *5^1 

out the advantages which we have been gaining through the surplus food 

program^ ryon e Jn thifJ community who is aware of these developments 
somewhut betrayed. They feel it is the traditional 

leading local schools into programs which soon become lndisi>ensible, aim then 
slowly withdrawing federal support. This leaves the local district with the burden 
of Topimtln! ”« program It would not have started In the flrat place had federal 

’ U f d am°to^ t tl^t^tlU! V d«dsh*n° concerning the distribution of support monies 
was mode by HE3W in Washington, and that our state jtcople ore Just following 
the plan /please send me the Same of the head of tho responsible agency as I 
wish to present him with the snme sentiments expresses! above. 

Very truly yours, Ro „e„t g. Stabile, 

Superintendent of Schools. 
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The Boakj of Public Education, 

Pittsburgh, Pa. f August 20, 1971. 

DireoforTcTiild Nutrition Division , Food and Nutrition Service , U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C, 

Dear Mb. Robex : The Pittsburgh Board of Public Education is registering 
comments on the above noted regulations governing the National School I.unch 

^ The proposed regulations seem to be in conflict with the intent of the Congress 
under P.L. 91-248. In this Bill they provide for : 

1. Up to 12 cents for all “Type A” lunches ^ 

2. Full funding of free and reduced price lunches up to 60 cents 

3. Year in advance funding 

4. No overt identification of needy children 

5. The option of Identifying needy children by category 

6. Formation of a Council on Nutrition _ ^ ^ 

None of these are fully implemented, even though they are in the former 
guidelines. The new guidelines appear to increase the burden to school districts 
rather than help them expand old programs or start new ones. 

The limits described in 210.4(f) are not in the best interest of feeding needy 
children. The limit of 35 cents for each free or reduced priced “Type A lunch 
to children does not cover the cost of such a lunch. ^ 

Pittsburgh has been extremely careful to hold the cost of each lunch to 00 
cents This is for a cold “Type A” lunch served in most elementary schools ana 
also for the hot “Type A” lunch served In our secondary schools. The elementary 
students pay lO cents, while the secondary schools pay 20 cents for a reduced 

Pr Therefore! our maximum income from elementary lunches sold at a reduced 
price is 45 cents (.05-t-.30-J-.10) , or 15 cents below cost. At least 80% « f all 
elementary students in Pittsburgh now being served are eligible f or free or 
reduced priced lunches. We are now projecting an annual need of $3&3,UOO-t- to 
keep our present elementary program. This does not allow for any expansion 

Also, in the secondary schools at least 68% of all students are eligible for 
free or reduced priced lunches. Using the same projections, at least $232,888 
will be needed for secondary schools in the 1972 fiscal year. 

Even on the full priced lunches of 45 cents, previously established an< * 
frozen, the deficit of 5 cents per meal is incurred. This could result in an annual 

*° K^^s^tbVintent of Congress to financially aid school prisms- 

FUNDING must be forthcoming. The Pittsburgh Board of Public Education 
needs a reimbursement of at least 50 cents for each free and reduced priced 
meal as well as 10 cents for every “Type A” lunch served. ^ W1 - 

items 4 and 5 are now ovcr-rogfciatod to the point wliere every needy cnild 
must carry an application borne and back to school which, in effect, advertises 
“am a needy child”. To us, this identifies him to his fellow students, and is 

dl As i ^fore, r ^h^r^s n about a S’ open and new regulations are being 
which will add to the administrative burdens of the school district, and the 
amount of reimbursement available is being announced at a time which allows 

for no advanced planning. , _ 

Where is the legislated “National Advisory Council’? , . . 

None of the provisions of Section 14 of the National School 
amended, are being implemented, especially part (f) where up-to-date data 
accounting be assembled “for administrative and legislative changes . . • • • .. 
The results of these presently proposed regulations will Comrress 

'niey°re*trIct > tl^ r ^rocTanf l and e do n not a cover the^fuU^lmplementlufon^of^-I'" 

91 " 248 ' 98 
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We would like to recommend : . . 

1. Continue all present programs at June 1971 le vels . 

2. Submit all proposed guidelines to the National Advisory Council 

3. Require tbeir action before May 1972 

4. Publish all proposals by June 1,1972 

5. Publish all permanent changes by July 1, 1972 

fi New Regulations effective for the new fiscal year 

7* All future changes made on this timetable so there is advanced knowl- 
edge with enough time to implement. 

Very truly yours, d q. Bubbler, 

Director of Food/ Service. 



Approved : 



F. Li. K EELAM S, 

Director of General Services. 



School District of Cheltenham, 

Philadelphia, Pa., August 25, 1971. 

Senator Georoe McGovern, 

U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Senator McGovern : As a food service director for the School District of 

Cheltenham Township, Elkins Park, Penna , I am .“uitu^^ites for^he^chool 

sjta 

and Educed ^Hc^luimh^ f rom 1 SeCti^ns*D. e atd STshSld be increased to provide 

an average of 45tf. 

Thank you for any help you can give. 

Sincerely, (Mrs.) Phyllis E. Filemyb, 



'Jhe Board op Public Education', 

Pittsburgh, -Pa., A.ugust 26, 197i. 

Hon. George S. McGovern, 

Senate Office Builditig, WashitigtcH, jj»0. 

U.S^l .fp'rot^tte 1 ^wgufdeuSL of the" National 

SC ^e\ L e U ^atfoy a |rTaTh^uled to be read Into the Federal Register In early 
Se i t fe“l be t£ese guidelines, regulations, and USJJA 

our program here in Pittsburgh and are in conflict with the wisnes or ^ongre 
t0 ^Teld y t^ affa^hed letter and do what you 

S 8 ren -SSSESi guldefln^afS fL^XgVthlfr re.easl and elfeetlve 

date will cause a real hardship to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and the rest f 

^Implementing: changes so close to the opening of 

loss of reimbursement in September and could ^rtSMt^ l against^fast 
THa annroach of releasing changes was used and protested against last 

veir Now S Jear ^ U.S.D A. again releases changes to be read L into the 
l«tder^ Reglster y AFrER school has started. This must be * Urong tgprog estei t. 

Congress provided a law suitable for planning abend in i P.I* > *« ^ 248 this law 
tuality the hungry school children are not receiving the full benefits or t hi s ia w 
because the U.S.D.A. is restricting benefits through ill advised use of regulation , 
guidelines, and interpretation of a good congressional low. 

Very truly yours. ^ Q bubbler, 

Director , Food Service Division . 

** V 
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Wilkes-Barre Area School District, 

Wilkes-Barre, Pa., August 26, 1971. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : The new guidelines issued recently by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for child nutrition programs disturb me greatly. If I under- 
stand the situation correctly, the amendment to 01—248 stating that a school 
district must serve 90% of its daily participation free to qualify for full federal 
funding would wreck our district's successful federal school lunch program. 

I am strongly recommending that the amendment to 91—248 be changed to in- 
elude a seven cent ($.07) reimbursement tor Section 4 funding on all Type A 
lunches served. I am also recommending that a minimum of forty-fi%e cents (Jp.4o) 

be paid on all “free and reduced price” lunches. 

The future of the federal school lunch program depends on your immediate 

review and action on this critical situation. 

Sincerely, wat.ti™ n Wonn. Sunerintendent. 



[Telegram] 

Senator George McGovern, 

Senate OfPce Building, Washington, D.C. 

The guidelines issued recently by U.S.D.A. for child nutrition areas t PJ;~ 
realistic. Availability of program funds is meaningless when the use and distribu- 
tion of such funds is rigidly controlled and restricted by U.S.D.A. The amendment 
to 91—248 that states a district must serve 90 percent of its daily P®^^*** 1 ** 0 , 
free to qualify for full funding, must be changed to read as 90 percent free and 
reduced price In fact, the guideline should provide for variables in participation 
percentages and the amounts reimbursable for certain categories, especially 
when the larger part served is free. 



percentage fee, free and reduced, price maximum 


Funded 


Reduced 




0. 60 


10 

OA 






20 

20 



May 1971 figures in our school district submitted to the State office show 
that 75 percent of the lunches served were either free or reduced price. 

We are to receive a total of 35 cents per plate (30 certs plus 5 cents), we 
will have to close the program as ^ re are anticipating o*ose to 800 free meals 
daily. This would mean a loss of 25 cents per plate for free, 5 cents per plate for 
reduced price, and due to the freeze 10 cents per plate on full price meals. No 
district in the country can survive under these conditions. We have reached 
the needy in our district. We have complied with all vegnlations pertaining to 
91—248. We do have approved applications on file for all free and reduced price 

lunches served * 

Local tax dollars to support a deficit program are not available now, nor in 

th f/ a tl \arge number of school feeding programs close throughout the Nation, 
it will have a pronounced effect on our economy. 1 — Unemployment for food 
service personnel. 2— Fc.od processing and packaging industries would be hid by 
law of supply and demand. 3 — Major large and small equipment and supply 
firms would also suffer. 4 — The percentage of dropouts would increase and 
5 — Hungry students are more susceptable to I nci ting disturbances. w . 

Where has the Congress placed child nutrition on the priority list? Why 
must we wait each year until the middle of August to be informed of the depart- 
ment guidelines? Why do we reimburse 4 cents for a half pint of milk under the 
special milk program and only 5 cents for a complete lunch, including foods, 
labor and miscellaneous supplies? It doesn't make sense. Why was the 12 cents 
rule deleted? Congress passes the law and appropriates the money, but restric- 
tions prohibit the maximum use of funds on tjie State level to benefit ah pro- 
grams. We strongly urge and request rebonfideratlon of the guidelines and 
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whatever support you can give to help us keep the child nutrition program 
operable will be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, Mrs. Alice E. Reed, 

President Pennsylvania School Food Service Association, Director of 
P School Food Services, East Allegheny School District, North Versailles, 

Pa. 



[Telegram] 



LlGONIER, Pa. 



Senator George McGovern, 

’^7s7n?tok McGovern- : The Ligonier Valley ^oc 1 Dietrirt rigooler, 
Pennsvl vania is annealing the USD A guidelines for the 1971- <2 school term. 
SKWcSSii ^ having the monies 

o h .4 oM( . T.imnh nroerams utilized on a more equitable bar’s. Our school district 
fs not ln a toanelal^tWh to carry the coat of a tree or reduced price lunch 

program. Mtt.rov Carnahan. Superintendent. 
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School District of the City of Allentown, 

Allentown, Pa., August 27, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. „ . . 

DEAR Sib : Enclosed herewith Is a copy of letter towartea "f- 
Rorex concerning the announced changes In the School Lt.neh Program 

rC ft 'uf'our’ understanding that the teal regulations rtl be annonneed on Se^ 
tember 1, 1971, aa>d we would appreciate any help you can give toward a suosiay 

increase. 

Very truly yours, Wiluam J. SANDBROOK, Jr„ 

Secretary-Business Manager. 



Enclosure. 



School District of the City of Allentown, 

a llentoum, P &* » A*xiQ\i8t 27, 1971, 



Mr. Herbert Rorex, „ rj . 

Child Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition Services, 

USD A, Washington, D.C. 0 . . 

Dear Mr. Rorex: Please be advised that the BoardofDir^^^ 
niRtri ct nt the Citv of Allentown, Pennsylvania, at a regular meeting neia on 
Thursday, August 26, 1971, directed me to write you regarding their concern over 
the published changes in regulations for funding the National School lame 

P 7t S important to remember that the Allentown School District, and many 
other school districts, have developed plan? for expansion of school lunch pro- 
grams consistent with the need as evidenced by congressional concern and ac- 

ti Ts t ^ve la undeistend S ‘the effect of the changes ^“^h^ho^ 
rrmrVh ffi it sppnis that the average subsidy for a lunch should read u cents 
as opposed to “5 cents”, and the average subsidy for free ^d/or reduced lunv*es 
under special assistance should read ”415 cents” as opposed 80 , . ‘ a ,i 

You will want to remember that Pennsylvania was not able to reimburse all 
free lunchefTlast fiscal year at the f>0 cent subsidy because of limited funds, 
and it seems impractical for the department to further restrict payments to 

8t The Allentown School District has historically supported .the National Sc^ol 
Lunch Program with local tax dollars, and considers it Imperative that further 
consideration be given this matter; 

Very truly yours, William J. Sandhrook, Jr., 

\Jfretary-Business Manager. 



r * 
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[Telegram] 



Murbysville, Pa. 



Senator Georoe McGovern, 

Senate Office Building , 

Washington, D.C. , . 

sipk ator McGovern * The Franklin Regional School District urges more 

reSuttc |SdeUne“ (of school lunch reimbursement With '^nd Vote 

■Pnod costs every national school lunch program has found, it mor ... 

difficult tc operate without a deficit. If schools are driven off the 
hi the children who suffer. School districts have been required to feed their 
nppdv children which is a good thing, but local budgets cannot assume the cost 

of this increased load. Please give your support to the r ^°°®ff d er ®^Uion thG8e 
guidelines so our country can move forward in the area of child nu 

Sincerely, Gwen G. Cheqwidden, 

Director of School Food Service. 
Dr. John Holiday, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
Dr. John Donaldson, 
Franklin Regional School Board. 



Philadelphia, Pa., August 27, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. . . .. ltl . . 

The Philadelphia School Food Service Division strongly protects the intent 
of the USD A to bring about changes in the child nutrition programs for the 
school year 1971-1972. 

l^Most^dmof ^districts confirm their programs during the summer months. 

2 Our budget should be confirmed prior to schools opening. . „„ m „ 

t Parents and children look forward to schools opening with at least the same 
advantages that existed when they left schools at closing. 

^ changes U in%rogram operations or funding should not be proposed for 

th 2 . C Any^ha^ges Should be directed toward putting and end to hunger among 

carried out would curtail our Present operations and 
preclude the expansion required to reach the additional millions of hungry chll 

dren in America. John J. Fitzsimmons, 

Director, Food Service Division. 



Penn Hills School District, 

Administrative Offices, 
Pittsburgh, Pa,, August 81, 1971. 

Dire^ B ^hild°Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition Services, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C . 

Dear Mb. Rorex : As Director of Food Services for the Penn 
trict, I feel it my duty to inform you of a particular situation which is \ital to 

° U Th^schoor < <^rictT^f Pennsylvania have been compelled into creating and 
increasing a free or reduced price lunch program designed to reach as “any 
underprivileged and deprived children as possible. My colleagues and I in the 
school lunch program have worked diligently to increase the program as much 
as possible. We are now faced with the sad situation of ving |“m|h 

monev to properly fund this program. In the school year 107O-71, we received 
34$ for a free lunch and M for a regular Type A lunch. It is very clear that these 
insufficient funds cannot support a suacesfjfijtt. food services program. 
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I urge you to put your complete support behind the cause of increasing and 
insuring pajrm^nt S j s neC essary, please feel free to call on me at any 

time. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, j. Oakley Weavee. 

n Af J?r\ ' jff rj) i O.P,R . 



SOUTH DAKOTA 



Department ok Public Instruction, 

Jtup 9, 191] . 

Hon. George McGovern, 

U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, 

Washintgon, D.C. a v. i 

Dear Senator McGovern : The 1970-71 Fiscal year for South Dakota School 
Food Services opened with a new director and a G re “J; many challenges pi ® seP *®.^ 
by the signing of Public Law 91—248 on May 20, 1970. These challenges were 
greatly increased as month after month went by and ^ 

a reality until January of 1971. President Nixon had challenged all states to 
see thaf all needy children were fed a nutritious lunch by ^ han k s Siving 
1970. This challenge was accepted by South Dakota and more than 30,000 
additional children had lunches available to them by Christmas time or shortly 
thereafter even though many were of the sack l«inch type. With appaient 
excellent funding available from January and on, an increased emphasis was 
placed on making lunches available to more and more children and stressing 
toat hot foods should be served by the fall of 1971. Again the schools have 

UC La I te e ?n t January of S l971 two officials from the Midwest Regional Office in Chi- 
cago visited South Dakota asking that fund needs be projected * he k* la hce 
of the fiscal year. With expanding programs they were informed by the Director 
that this was impossible. By late March the regional office was much more ada- 
mant in its demands and it was agreed that projections would be made but no 
binding release of funds would be made by South Dakota. I was assured this 
was understood. The tentative release of funds was discussed with Dr. Barnhart, 
State Superintendent, and officers of the State Budget Bureau. Shortly alter 
May 1, 1971, however, it was discovered that a ^creased demand for food 

services for summer programs was developing. The Chicago Midwest Regional 
Office was immediately informed. By the end of May reimbursement re ^uests 
from schools indicated that where in previous years there had been a heavy 
drop-off in participation during April and especially in May this was 
true in 1971. Therefore, early April projections were not holding and some of 
the tentatively released funds would be needed. Letters were immediately sent 
to Mr. Doyle, the Director of the Midwest Region, with carbons to Mr. ^elson, 
the Director of Nutrition at Chicago, to Dr. Barnhart, the State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, and to the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu- 
man Needs. A direct call was made to Mr. Doyle and Mr. Nelson and 
conversations have been held with Mr. Stauner, Deputy Director Jhe Chicago 
office Although many verbal commitments have been made to alleviate the si tua- 
tions whereby we have on hand hundreds of thousands of d o 1 1 a r si n comm Aments 
to schools, we are stalemated in our processing until we get direct wrltt 

C ° auf Enclosing copies of our last two letters of credits with 

vocable clause attached to each which gave me the assumption that when fund 
had been committed unless a formal release was requested the funds would be 

available. 
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Tin* April ir t 1071, Better of Credit, indicated the following authorizations for 
South L>akotu : 

School ii 1 1 1 k — — — — 000,008 

School lunch— 11 ’ «7 Vii 

School breakfast $}£ J 01 

Bquipnicnt ~ 

Administration im’vui 

Special food services, 13 ’ l 

Child food services, 880,030 

The School Milk allocation has been sufficient due to the uncertainty of the 
continuation of the program last fall uml many schools started late or discon- 
tinucii the program out of frustration- It was nearly Thanksgiving before we 
were given tin* go ahead to the end of the year. We will be able to rjleuse uioio 
than $40,000 from this fund which will revert to the Federal Government. 

The Section -1 authorization of $1)00,1)08 Is the amount authorized to May 18 
for payments for each lunch served and ordinarily it has been 4* to o* per lunch 
With a 5t K/c increase in funds over the previous year and with many school lunch 
programs experiencing difficulties last fall tills rate was set at 10* during 
November and 7? during December. The remainder of the year it remained at 
5* per lunch. To meet May obligations ut 5* per lunch this fund is $24,000 short. 

The Section 11 authorization of $1,173,038 was for Special Assistance to Needy 
Students payments. Initially each needy child listed on a claim received 30* per 
lunch from this fund plus the 5* regulnr reimbursement except for November 
mul December when 10* and 7* respectively were paid. The Section l 1 fund 
seemed very adequute until April when new guidelines from the Federal Govern- 
ment allowed payments of 48* per lunch with an additional ^12* for each clil d 
participating in the school lunch program to he paid from section 4 funds— ir 
the school financing of lunch programs seemed in dire straits. Demands for these 
funds Increased greatly also the costs of lunches in most schools averaged around 
50* and the differences between the 35* reimbursement for needy children and 
the 50* cost had been borne from other sources until tebruary. Therefore, in 
February ninny requests for additional aid came In and many more in April from 
schools running Uc/lcit programs or at low levels. It was at this time that ln ~ 
creased pressure wr.s brought to hear by the Federal Government for projections 

t0 B>^ this ^iim^directors throughout the country were swainping regional offices 
witli letters and telephone cnlls saying that they would not have enough funds 
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received from import duties (to the best of my knowledge). l»ropoi;tioimte 
amounts of these were assigned to llic various states. This is a fl exlble fund 
CJ1U be transferred to Siiecial Assistance needs beyond funds already au- 
t'h orlzed* 1 'for t luf'* 1 pu r pose, to School Breakfast needs if additional funds are 
required, for non-food assistance if additional funds are neede* especially °r 
expanding programs, and for Special Food Services Programs. Th * new rul; 
great iv enhanced the opportunities for programming but also seriously iMTocu t 
any true projections to the end of the year as many more requests were received 

* U a great tunny commitments were also made for equipment to institute new 
feeding programs, especially in larger cities, and for increased Payments t 
needy children in schools which had made specltlc requests stressing Inadequate 

financial resources. These commitments also f ol J? we ^ h n pst I 

However, on the basis of information available and trying to 1 be * ^ . 

l»nd announced in April the poHsiblllty of u tentative release of $337,858 amount 
of Section 11 funds and a need for oil. additional $2,000 in Section 4 . 

additional $0,13(1 needed for Break?* «t jprogratn *2£? a ?r> . “S J 

$35 762 In Si>eoial Milk Funds. I incHcaHec^hq release of the $886,030 in Section 
3° funds. On June 4 with no request front the USDA ns to financial status a 
the time a Better of Credit was received reducing Special Assistance by 
hilt transferring this amount to Non-Food Assistance which w T as aectp 
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programs aiul it 

u, lt ,r Credit lie revised ... II..- 

Inn Hiatus to clear ill. 1071 flsenl year commitment*. & ^ 

Special milk 03o) 000 

SB-4 031,000 

SB-11 " _ _ _ _ 90,700 

SB 405,419 

E^-non-food assistance 7 _ 7II7C " 42.956 

Administration expense (Covers 3 employees) I”” 40,000 

*V > ~ 1 This” lnclucles _ 288, _ 000 _ for Interim 12tf E de and $279,521 in 
N^n.Food A»"mtanee In 'addition to the $405,419 .o.UmrtooI nmle.^ ^ ^ 

authorization of .>3,034 y o9.> ori April f « t different rutegories. This 

meSTlmt South Dakol" coufdhave went an additional $302,091 ot the crhtl.ml 
Anrll 13 authorization if the guidelines had been more flexible. 

known that the problems Imol\ed nith the rcemnB Reservations plus sum- 

IT/'e^ SS? STS ^/e'^err.I'nJreo^Sfy X^»W»S2.” ^ cample*. 

1 am hoping South Dakota Congressmen will immediately take nctlon. 
Sincerely yours, Martin Sorensen. 

Director, School Food Services Division. 

Enclosure. j. ^ Depaktmknt ok Aoiticri/rtiKE, 

Foon and Nutrition Service, 

Chicago, III., June 15, 1971. 

Subject: Funding of special food .service program for flsenl yenr 1971. 

To : State school lunch agenc ies. 

* ,o ! ,ow !t r: :' u ' 7i o, Th 

friu, 1 ' , «\S' , «thw , l»roKi*iitii to'the Special Food Service 1'rogmm. You must rou- 
tine expenditures to the amount shown : _ _ 

_ _ __ _ _ _ t^'iO U“1 I 

Illinois ” 309,205 

Indiana _ ~ 189,022 

Iowa I 305,803 

Minnesota “ “ 22, 308 

South Dakota " ~ T "" 

R. J. Nei-SON, 

Regional Supervisor. Child X utrition Program. 
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LMITDD STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

WASHINGTON. O.C. *02*0 



NOTICE OF REVISED PROGRAM LIMITATIONS 



i'tc.irro 
L outli Lv.Uota 



°* TC r.( 






LCTTCHOF CflfOiT no. 

12-35- 4 CGI 



FEDERAL WCSCAVt bank 

Klr.nor,r;o:.ls 



ltr, of c«. amcnomin t 

LO 



AMCjNT 

o - o /. r -*vr 



C U R R E W T AU TnQHI 2 ATlPN 



JM 


*»»;*; ,7:*. *> 


ADM. 




»L*4 


t,-' • % 






sl.h 


! T 17T .‘VJ' 


CP-12 1 


1 •- j W A Pel 


so 


"7 T 71L_ 




l 


CO 






I 



Gentlemen: 

The Letter of Credit cited above held in your favor by the Federal .Reserve Bank named 
E been reviced to reflect the changes shown below for the programs specified. 



PROGRAM 



month 
and VC aR 



School lunch (SL~^) 

Through Karch 1» 1971 
April 1, 1971 
Hay 1. 1971 
June 1. 1971 



AMOUR T 
previously 
authorized 



net CMANCL 
(INCRKAbC OA 
OCCRCASK) 



AMOUNT 

CUMULATIVELY 

AUTHORIZED 



s * 



s 



+ 92,770 ♦ 3,024 

+ 99,770 

+114,:*o6 



533,54c 

622,342 

792,112 

906,993 




3 
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foiin J l»M 

h « ..l . s; '< V J HM U‘vO 



jftu ,1 Uur.a ol Afcounn 








. ISSUING AGENCY 

i 

1 ; s, c ’ ■'■itr'.tV.T. ’'r/:cc* 


LElltK 

OF 

CREDIT 

Auih: TREASURY DEPARTMENT 

rmri • i i n V.U I nl A 


LETTER OF CREDIT NUM1SER 

ir> __?■>! 


> ■. l 0. 


- r 

AMFNDMFNT NHMnFR , 


UllU-UleOlS i 'v. * 






■ AGENCY STATION SYMBOL 1 

! -i 

l» 


[ (FOR AGENCY 


USE) 


EFFECTIVE DATE 

APR 1 3 \%1 


J TO; The tedcra. Rcierve DinW, 

J i.Ls:.:. vollu 

L 




BRANCH DANK. AT 



In accordance wiili the authorization of the Fiscal Assisranr Secretary, Treasury Department, there is 
hereby authorized for the account and responsibility of the isfuing agency a letter of credit. 



; in favor of 



cd* ?uUllc Instruction 

| virrrrc* wsu^rx 



j AMOUNT AUTHO»lZED 



! 






0 EACH MONTH 
0 EACH QUARTER 
0 WITHOUT TIME LIMIT 



i 



FOR DEPOSIT ONLY TO 

School i*cc?d Lcrvico ?rr>;rt^a 



ACCOUNT 



PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 

* jtOusn 



this change 

Increase 

s ;.c::=> 

Decrease 



Q The unpaid balance of chi t letter of credit will remain available until you are in writing by the 

Treasury Department that this letter has been revoked. 



OR 



| | The unpaid balance of this lercer of credit »s revoked at the end of each period indicated and the full 

amount reestablished at the beginning of the following period until you are advised in writing by the Treas- 
ury Department that this letter has been revoked. 



The amount of this letter of credit is hereby certified to be drawn against, upon presentation to yoi of Form 
TUS 5^01, Payment Voucher on Letter of Credir, by the official (s) of the recipient organization whose sig. 
nature (s) appear(s) on the Standard Form 1194, Authorized Signature Card for Payment Vouchers on letter 
of Credir, attached hereto or previously or subsequently furnished you through the Treasury Department. 



The amount of each payment voucher paid by a Federal Reserve Dank or branch to a designated com- 
mercial hank lot credit to the account of the recipient organization shall consc-rutc payment to the recipient 
org a niz a liuu by the United State*. 

1 certify to the Treasury Department that the payment* authorired herein are correct and proper for P a y* 
tnent from the appropriation* or fund* legally committed and available for the purpo*e. when paid m accord- 
ance with the terms and conditions cited abeve. 



t tef oT Csx-Mt Is to tho c ::t cr. v v.a? recipient cT>*ujivMl^r« -"*.c 

Min 1 . ;T:*. 1**. 1;: t.\rc-r;.icr In I:: ; tho aut^:?rl£ei iV^trul *r:. 

; r ;.rvori* ::cc u'lih a he* friri, iLr.^r r. , roofer. t. 



ISAYI. CLllTllH.D 



*c?o. ms— suets 



aim; 1 r> K-v; 



. . * .T.. . j. . . .•i ii'i'itvivii* i ii i n i it " ^ 



Aufiioui/.io cia'iiiviNtf omcm 



TYPED NAME AND TITLE i »»3 i 02 







* 
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D STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 
Midwest Regional Office 
536 South Clark Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60605 



vU.i 







Mr, Margin Sorensen, Director 
Educational Food Services 
State Department of Public Instruction 
State Capitol Building 
Pierre, South Dakota 575^1- 

Dear Mr. Sorensen: 

Attached is a revised Letter of Credit and Notice of Program 
tions Fiscal Year 1971, for the South Dakota State agency reflecting 
aSsininL lnVh* Section 32 bloc Brent, Specie! Acslstance aod N°n- 
food Assistance accounts. The net result of these e .tments will be 
the indicated reduction of Section 32 bloc grant fur.- xn the amoun 
of $337,358. 

Other actions as follows will be required and are hereby authorized: 

Transfer the unneeded $337,8?B of Special Assistance funds to 
the Nonfood Assistance account. (Thi 6 will release the % 

amount of Section 32 funds previously used for Nonfood Assistance.) 

Reduce the amount of Section 32 bloc grant funds for use in 

food Assistance by the $337,858 transferred from Special Assistance. 

Of the $5U8,l8l of Section 32 bloc grant funds now authorized, $262, 524 
is atroroved for the Section 4 needy schools to implement the March 9 
memorandum, $ 6,136 for School Breakfast and $279,521 for Nonfood Assistance. 

The current authorization of $405,419* of Nonfood Assist^ce funds supple- 
mented bv $279,521 of Section 32 bloc grant funds should substantially 
See the^Sber of no program schools in South Dakota. 

You should adjust your fiscal records to show the use of the ^f^^Sectlon 
Soecial Assistance funds in tayment of claims previously paid with Section 
3 fblS if necessary. We suggest you confirm, to us tne 

action taken to adjust your accounts so that we can be abreast of tne 
fiscal status of program accounts. 

Please make the usual distribution of these forms. 



Sincerely, 



t-i . 7 



who 



1C. V. OJHCO 



Administrative Officer 
Child Nutrition Programs 
Attachments 



• *. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOOD AND nutrition SERVICE 

WAS H INGTON. D.C. 20250 




Special Assistance (SL-ll) 

Through January 1, 1971 

May 1, 1971 

Nonfood Assistance (EQ) 

Through January ly 1971 

May 1, 1971 

Child Feeding* 'lection 32 (CF-32) 

Through January 1, 1971 

May 1, 1971 



-337.853 


1,173,038 

835,180 




67,561 


+337.853 


405,419 




886,039 


-337,858 


5 48,181 


s 


V *L ' 



Under no circumstances shall Form FNS-218, Payment Voucher on Letter of Credit, be 
issued - which would result in overdrawing the Amount Cumulatively Authorized fcr any 

program for the current month. If a Payment Voucher is issued in an ^ 

* ® _ . . < * , j . nroffram. v on will he fully res pon 



t. AW WWW v* — — — * — 

slblc for such excess amount. 




aos 



o 
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Sl^rnlj J Form 119 * 

h T ASi; it Y HIM 1000 

I'iutl Service, liuriiu of Accouno 



j rtGENCY 

1 c*“ cr..l ik-tvlti-in .crvlce 

j «.•#••* *.1-0*. t of *: Ti.cuiturci 

i 


LETTER 

OF 

CRE DIT 

Audi: TREASOaV DIFARTMENT 
CIRCULAR No. 1071, Revil'd 


LETTER OF CREDIT NUMBER J 

12 35 ‘i'OCl ! 

> 

AMENDMENT NUMBER —22“ _ \ 


j AGENCY STATION SYMBOL 

] i?-3>S7Cl 

't 


(FOR AGENCY 


USE) 


EFFECTIVE OVft x g IS?J | 


| TO: The Federal Reserve Dank. 1 

| Minneapolis. j 


1 BRANCH BANK AT l 

1 ! 

| | 



In accordance with the authorization of the Fiscal Assistant Secretary, Treasury Department, there is 
hereby authorized for the account and responsibility of the issuing agency a letter of credit; 



| IN FAVOR OF 

I L t:\ts r:r;cr.t cf Labile Inc trust ion 
! r 1 cri'o # u ■:* u 1 1 1 Ja! t a 



FOR DEPOSIT ONLY TO 

School food fcxvlco >r^;:j^r.c 



ACCOUNT 5 



AMOUNT AUTHORIZED 


j | EACH MONTH 


PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 


THIS CHANGE * 

Increase jj 


* 3, £96,737 


0 EACH QUARTER 


* 3.£3 : >.595 


; 




0 WITHOUT TIME UMIT 


Decrease « 




O - - 




s 33?*->3 | 











E3 The unpaid balance of this letter of credit will remain available until you are advised in writing by the 
Treasury Department that this letter has been revoked, v 

OR 

f I The unpaid balance of this letter of credit is revoked at the end of each period indicated and the full 
amount reestablished at the beginning of the following period until you are advised in writing by the Treas- 
ury Department that this Iciter has been revoked.* 



The amount of this letter of credit is hereby certified to be drawn against, upon presentation to you of Form 
TUS 3401, Payment Voucher on Letter of Credit, by the official (s) of the recipient organization whose sig* 
nature (s) appear (s) on the Standard Form 1194, Authorized Signature Card for Payment Vouchers on Letter 
of Credit, attached hereto or previously or subsequently furnished you through the Treasury Department. 



The amount of each payment voucher paid by a Federal Reserve Dank or branch to a designated com- 
mercial bank for credit ti the account of the recipient organization shall constitute payment to the recipient 
organization by the United States. 



I certify to the Treasury Department that the payments authorized herein* are correct and proper for pay- 
ment from the appropriations or funds legally committed and available for the purpose, when paid in accord* 
ante with the terms and conditions cited above. 



Letter Credit ic irrevocable to t hw extent the recipient ©r # r.ni cation htn 



obll 



m ; v 1 W*~. 1 



:?d In lied ialth thereunder lr. oxcr^Lir. * the cutfcnrlze'l i'ruemi 







o 
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TENNESSEE 



Board of Education. 

Memphis City Schools, 
Memphis, Tcnn., Avgust 16, 1971. 

Hon. Clifford M. Hardin, 

Secretary of Agriculture, 

The Mall, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: As Director of Food Services for n major metropolitan school 
system I have been very appreciative of the support School Food Ser\ ice has 
received from the federal government. This support has enabled the Memphis 
City Schools to receive additional local tax monies which otherwise we probably 

''^V l hile°Vwas ^Tsfenfng to Assistant Secretary Lyng’s speech at the American 
School Food Service Aslociation National Convention, 

two of his points for this coining school year. Mr. Lijng stated that 
would not allow block certification of schools for free or reduced price lunches 
and that school food service operations would ha\e to become more n. cau. 

r<? Th i” 8i pa st *y ea r w^operated an experimental program in 

in which block certification was used to give free lunches to approximately ^»200 
students In order to more effectively evaluate the totally free lunch program 

we conducted several surveys to test the advantages of block ^nn^Tv 1 state- 
schools with high densities of poverty. Below are some of the summary state 
ments from the surveys as they relate to fiscal accountability. . , . 

1. The cost of lunch tickets or books in the six block certified schools during 

1970-71 would have been between $500 and $1,000. 

2. The labor cost per plate was $.0306 less in the six -block certified schoo 
than the system wide median. This was a savings of over ^44,uuu. 

q r n 1069-70 the cafeterias in the six block certified schools were vandalized 
38 times wUh over $2,800 in food stolen or spoiled. During 1070^71 there were 
ATiiv ift break-ins for a total of $1»300 in. losses. . J . , , 

4^ We found that in 74 of our schools over 15% of the cafeteria manager s 
time was spent on paper work, necessitated by free or reduced priced lunches. 
This loss of operational supervision is extremely expens ve. , 

We also have the results of a teacher-administrator questionaire and a parent 
questionaire which offer support for our block certification schools 

When a school has a designated percentage of the enrollment eligible or 
free or reduced price lunches, it Is more efficient to block certify the enti ^ 
school For approximately $215,000 a year we could block eeritfy all schools 
which have 80% of the enrollment receiving free or reduced priced lunches. Thl.< 
is a very reasonable expenditure for the dividends which will be rewarded 
through better nutrition for all students in these schools, more cafeteria super- 
visionf more classroom instructional time, less administrative paperwork ai d 
no discrimination practices to the child receiving the free or reduced pii«‘ 
lunch. 

Sincerely, T ed McCloud. 

mrrntnr. School T1 ood Service Division, 



Board of Education, 
Memphis City Schools, 
Memphis, Term., Avgust 25, 1971. 



lll^ctor, ^ChMd ^Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition Service, 

Washington, D.C. „ _ , — , , , , , „ 

Dei»b Mr Robex : This is in response to the Notice of Proposed Rule Making, 
published August 13, 1971. in the Federal Register to amend the regulations gov- 
erning the operations of Federal-State Child Nnt*tfcfti Programs. 

We have some general comments to make on the prbpdsed changes in existing 
regulations as well as specific comments and suggestions in individual section. . 
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Comments and Suggestions 

1 Section 210.4 new paragraph (f) : (a) We object to the establishment of a 
-base’’ system to control the distribution of funds to the states Such a system 
will even further complicate the financial problems encountered by local school 
districts last year due to late receipt of federal funds, (b) We agree in principle 
with the use of Section 22 funds for use as general cash assistance ^indicated 
in the proposals. However, we believe that all states should share m these funds 
on an equitable basis taking into consideration the need of the individual state 

US The n proposed regulations as°°outiined will be detrimental to the states with 
low per capita income and the states that have been successful in providing 
lunches to a high percentage of children. Each state should receive from Section 
4 mid%r Section 32 a sufficient apportionment to guarantee a minimum rate of 
56 per Type A Lunch and where the state’s assistance need rate is above such 
state shall be guaranteed a rate per meal equal to i the assistance need r 
that state as defined by USDA. (c) We recommend that each states apportion- 
ment Torn ^ 11 and 32 funds guarantee a rate of 40* for each free and 

reduced price meal served to eligible children. . . . f cettine 

o Section 210.11, paragraph (c) revised: We very strongly object to setting 
the maximum rate for special assistance at 30* especially when it must Lrnee 
sidered in conjuncticn with the “base” system so that the state wWe average 
rate for special assistance cannot exceed 30* for the full year. The ^rh^lun ches 
provision will seriously endanger continuance of free and reduced price h 

1 % ch SecTi oir21 O 0.1i al p?ragra ph (d) revised: Specify 40* in lieu of 30* on line 2. 

in the Sent that the regulations are issued as presently proposed, we very 
strongly believe that the great progress achieved last year .in 
of additional needy children cannot be maintained and that the total g 
providing? ?ee or reduced price lunches to all needy children most certainly will 

n °L,ost year the Memphis City Schools fed over 7,000,000 free and reduced priced 
meals! This total is almost 60% of total participation We estimate our Produc- 
tion cost for a Type A Lunch to be 55*. During the 10.0- <1 year, over 80% of 
the schools on the National School Lunch Ingram operated at a loss. 

The new minimum income guidelines from LoDA fa PP ro ?*‘ u ^® 1071-72 

percent more free lunches to our daily served of Food bids for the 1971 < 

school year are up approximately 10% over last year- negotiating a 

union contract with our cafeteria workers. We lost $750,000 of local taxes this 
ven * which was earmarked for free lunches during 1970-71. - , ~ 

5 \ ' cannot continue our free lunch program as it is presently operated, if 
USDA puts Its proposed regulations into effect. To operate a continuation pro- 
gram would necessitate additional federal support. 

Since 1 el > , TmtK i» wrv.rmax. Suncrintcndcnt. 
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The University of Texas at Austin, 

School of Law. 
Austin, Tex., August 30, 1971. 

Hon. George McGovern, ir _ 

Chairman, Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, Old Senate 

Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : AVe are constantly seeking to add to and improve 
our librarv collection which touches on all aspects of law and the legal proces- 
sion. The publication listed below weuld be a valuable addition to our collection^ 
Nutrition and human needs; heatings,- 00th Congress, 2nd session and 91st 
Congress, 1st session. Part 13B. 

AVs would greatly appreciate your sending us a copy of the above mentioned 
publication. If we can iu return perform a service for yon, please do not hesitnre 
to call on us. 

Sincerely your^-, g . . <Mi,s) Lind.\ C. McBloou, 

Documents Librarian. 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 



The Children's Foundation, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1971. 

Mr. Hugh R. Gallagher, 

Acting Director, Child Nutrition Division, 

V.8. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Gallagher: In reference to your letter of August 4, the ease in 
Rockbridge County. Virginia, was not cited in the testimony before the Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, but was part of the statement 
before the Citizens Board of Inquiry into Hunger and Malnutrition in the United 
States given on February 15, 1971. 

For specific details about this incident about the tenant farmer please contact 
T.A.P., Box 862, Lexington, Virginia. They cited this case in a letter of Decem- 

^The example listed in Grand Rapids, Michigan, was changed as Mr. Herbert 
Rorex well knows. The change was due in part to the intervention of Senator 
Philip Hart and the School Lunch Committee of Kent County, 316 O Keefe 
Place S.W., Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504. _ M - „ 

For details on the Portland, Maine, situation contact the Rural Council for 
Community Action, Douglas Hill, Maine 04023. 

Bread and Justice, 

Barbara Bode, 

Vice President. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Food and Nutrition Service, 
Washington, D.C., August 4, 1911. 

Miss Barbara Bode, 

Program Director, The Children's Foundation, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Miss Bode : We are in the process of conducting a thorough investiga- 
tio. of the charges contained in your May 3 testimony before the U.S. Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. However, we have been 
unable to investigate certain cases because insufficient specific information was 
riven. 

In order to resolve these cases could you provide us with details regarding 

the following allegations: , . _ . 

1. Virginia ( Rockbridge County)— One - imily was denied because their father 
is a tenant farmer, getting a salary, but his free house and 2 hogs were counted 

as Income and his children denied a free lunch. . 

2. Michigan ( Grand Rapids)— Families on welfare charged 15 cents for lunch. 

Local school officials refused to see the families. 

3. Maine ( Portland ) — One school would be able to nearly double the number 

of lunches served per day with the addition of a steam 

We look forward to hearing from you :s soon as possible. Thank jou foi your 

cooperation in resolving these complaint'. 

Sincerely, Hugh R. Gallagher, 

Acting Director, Ch ild Nutrition Division. 
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Appendix 2 

MATERIAL SUBMITTED BY WITNESSES 



ITEM 1 — FROM MR. LAWRENCE BARTLETT* 



POSITION PAPER ON THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM OUTLOOK FOR 1971-72 

(ADOPTED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE STATE DIRECTORS ON SATURDAY, AUGUST 7, 1971 

AT THE POST-CONVENTION MEETING FOLLOWING THE 25TH ANNUAL MEETING OF 
AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION) 

mu. qtflfo Solool Food Service Directors, a section of the American School 
Food Service Association, in a post-convention session in Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
August 7 1971 wish to state its position concerning the Child Nutrition Program 
outlook for 1971-72 as presented by Secretary Richard Lyng, Administrate 
ward Hekraan and other officials during the 1871 annual convention. _ . . 

The frame of reference for this position includes the following official 

pi onoiHicement^ Richard M. Nixon in December 1969 indicated his intent, 
which was rcitSatcd May 14, 1070 at the signing of PL 91-248 to put an 

end to hunger among American school children, and ...... 

2. The Congress of the United Stains has pronounced that it also in- 
tended to put an end to hunger in America, and which is noted hi Section 9 
of NSLA as amended by PL 91-248 which states "any child who is a “ember 
of a household that has an annual income not abovethe applicable 
size income level shall be served meals free or at a reduced cost , as well as 
in Section 11 (a) which provides authorization for appropriation as may 
be necessary” to assure access to the school lunch program under this c 
by Children of low-income families, and Section 11 (e) which provides that 
the amount of funds paid to a school shall be based on the need of theschool 
for assistance in meeting the requirements concerning the service of lunches 

In^Hght^of these pronouncements the State Directors, on behalf of their respec- 
tive state are committed ic "ulfill the President’s mandate to develop a food 
service program that would put an end to hunger among Americas School 

^Th^lmtlook for 1971-72 as presented by Secretary Lyng and other U.S.D.A. 
officials makes it impossible to fulfill the mandate presented by the Congress and 
the commitment of the President. Even with an increased level of funding for 
FY 1972 and the Congressional intent to fully implement 91-248, the availability 
of funds' is meaningless unless reasonable regulations will permit states to imple- 
ment the programs. 

The State Directors recognize the value of having minimum reimbursement 
established for all Type A meals, however the 5# average proposed for each 
Type A meal is inadequate in light of current operating and constantly escalating 

food and labor costs. . . . 

The average rate of 30# per meal for free and reduced lunches as set forth in 
proposed regulations is unequivocally inadequate and furthermore we feel that 
such a limitation would jeopardize the existing program and preclude any ex- 
pansion to reach the additional estimated 3 to 5 million hungry children in 
America. 



♦See p. 1749 
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The Regulatory restrictions and fu ^J" g |^ 1 ^ e an i d^vin%esuit°in < a^ termination 
the school lunch programs to at *]«*““« ^prepared (or 1971-72 

of programs in many places. f ' Hie nlans 'we re developed in good faith to 

SSthe d.a“enge ' of fhf SjSdSrt aid Congress to feed the hungry children 

Fmthermo^^the S i>r^po&ed Qf S fund^^and e the^fminating ( of '^loc 

grafts ^vril^eUmTriate^he^fiexlWUty^^^^rniUte^^es^testor^c^addithinal 

conU^md^n^h^^r^mse^i^^ul^idons^ppe^ to b^^rOTersal of President Nixon’s 
expressed philosophy of Revenue sharing an oea^ ee ^ ^ a mlnimum average of 
The State Directors recognize an ""*^^ P^ addit f on to general cash for food 

400 per lunch for £r ‘;f m ^ d [^ fife commodities are of practical 

assistance and the commodity assistance w ^ that we pa y 40 for milk 

value to the food service sy-'t®*®* ® . , - j a» n m v ne A lunches in program 

(although we fully rimlmrM^or A *e^ cash for food 

consideration for per capita in- 

^feedi^hungr^sc'hoo^ chUd^en^ha^ a ldgh o^prloHty^s 

'S&SgSS&S 

tlons, rruVor^ifirfo^e^eilminate Child Nutrition Programs. 

2 TherewlU 'tefurthei- hardships to America’s economy through unemploy- 
ment Md cut-back in consumption of raw resources such as food and 

CQ 3 ! P Absenteeism, drop-outs and apathetic students will negate the benefits of 
the multi-billion dollar investment for public and private s ® ho 5j ls ' „Hii*rpn 
4. Finally, and most important, there will continue to be hungry chi d 

in America’s schools ! ! 

State Agency Directors op USD A Midwest Region 

COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS, OBJECTIONS, AND QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE FOOD AND 

NUTRITION SERVICE .. 

August 25, 1961. 

The eleven State Agency Directors of the U SD A Midwest R^lon, namely, 
Illinois Indiana Iowa* Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota 
Ohio South Dakota, aii Visconsin, met in session in Chicago, Illinois, to discuss 

the Notice of Proposed ,-ule Making issued In Part lio^' CTO pfrt220. 
1971, concerning the Food and Nutrition Service (7 CFR Part 210, 7 (_>JJ xt fare ^u, 

7 In a uranimous resolution they submit the following comments, suggestions, 
objections, and questions, 

1 Overall 

(a) State Agency Directors had no advance notice of these 
prior to a new! release dated August 4, 1971, issued by the Chicago USDA Regional 

° ffi ( C 6) When State Agency Directors contacted the Chicago USDA office, which is 
usuallv well informed, this office could offer no information whatever. 

VS Most State Directors had taken action under existing regulations prior to 
the release, had made agreements with schools regarding free and reduced-price 
lunches, reimbursement rates had approved nonfood assistance applications, and 

hail m-oeessed other typical administrative details. „ , -- 

( d) State Directors had started management planning as far back as last May 
to reprogram data processing, revise, print, and mail claim forms to participating 
schools together with current instructions, issue agreements, distribute a monthly 
newsletter to schools, and perform other administrative! management functions in 
order to incorporate all major changes in regulations and procedures which took 
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place during lawt fiscal year (1071). This was to prepare for flscul year 1372 op- 
erations prior to the opening of schools this fall. 

(r) S hoo! boards. school administrators, school food service personnel and 
others had taken action locally (In schools) based on current instructions. 

1 /) stntc Directors received (he proposed changes In regulations on or after 
August 10. 1071. after many free and reduced-price lunch policies had been 
acted upon and approved l>y the State Agency In accordance with regulations. 
Approvals were granted to start new lunch and breakfast programs to schools 
having no program. Some states have reported a linn commitment to provide a 
(K)-ccnt reimbursement In Indian schools no longer receiving Johnson O M alley 
Funds for lunch pi ograxn operations. 

(ff) We believe it Is an Impractical administrative policy for states to Imple- 
ment regulatory changes after July 1. , 

(/i) We observe that Washington, D.C., USDA officials and Midwest Regional 
USI)A officials have explained and interpreted the proposed changes as if they 
were the final regulations before they received comments, suggestions, or objec- 
lions prior to the expiration date of August 28, 1071, for receiving such coinmeiits. 

(1) We also observe that Anal regulations cannot be Issued In the Federal 
Register prior to the opening of schools provided that the comments, suggestions, 
or objections which were solicited are read, studied, and given due consideration. 

(j) We observe that schools will therefore be forced to operate their child 
feeding programs for considerable time without ndeQuate Information about 
program operations Including reimbursement rates, etc,, which are considered 
essential to good management practices, particularly budgeting. 

ife) It 1b also observed that this USDA announcement comes at the very time 
schools are processing applications for free and reduced-price lunches. Adverse 
publicity at this time will cause schools to be less liberal when approving appli- 
cations for free and reduced-price lunches based on undue hardships. 

(l) Therefore, it is our recommendation that these proposed changes be 
thoroughly reviewed by a committee that will contnln a representation of State 
Director* some of whom have had school administrative experience in schools 
and understand the problems school administrators and school food service 
personnel face. In no event, should any changes be issued prior to July 1. 

Any hasty action by the USDA other than that recommended above will be, In 
the opinion of the group, detrimental to the entire school feeding program. 

(m) We have appointed u committee from among our members to study and 
compare Anal regulations with the comments, suggestions, or objections stated 

he Should this committee find that these comments, suggestions, or objections 
were ignored, It shall request a meeting with the Secretary of Agriculture for 
further discussion. 



2. Part 210.4(f) 

(a) In each of the eleven states, the amount of federal funds available last 
Hc-hool venr under Her! '.on 4 as supplemented by “Interim Action Memo under 
Section 32, wuh greater than the federal funds that have been apportioned for 
fiscal vear 1072 despite the fact that more lunches will be served. , „ 

(ft) The President's price freeze affects the price of lunches served children. 
Some state legislatures have Imposed tax freezes on their school districts llnnt- 

,n Sc e hS D midS?ts in some states have been adopted by ^eir boards of education 
after public bearings have been held. Question : With less Federal reimbursement 
funds, with Increased numbers of lunches to be served, with a price freeze and 
a tax freeze where will the money come from to support the program? 

TteSta^e I doctors see two alternatives unless the USDA increases Federa 
reimbursement : Some school** will have to discontinue their ‘School 

Lunch program. Other schools will cut down on the amount of food served to 

less than minimum Type A requirements. u,. i mn . w .mm 

We remind that either of the above alternatives w. i afreet the hungry .child 
the most, especially the economically needy child who Is imotaoourtsheJ. 

(c) The proposed change w’ill be detrimental to the expansion of the progra 
because it will be to the flnanclal adva ntage of States to not start new programs 
in order to decrease the number of lunches served and My ,m ’ 

burseuicnt to participating schools In order to keep tuem financially solvt n. . 
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(d) The proposed fl cent average reimbursement under Section 4 and the 30 
cent reimbursement under Section 11 are not realistic nor adequate within t ie 
lintinciui framework and restrictions enumerated above. 

(c) Despite the fact it was well known to the I SDA that during this school 
year there would he more lunches served, more free and reduced-price lunches 
served, more new lunch programs started, more new breakfast programs started, 
and more money needed to help schools purchase needed equipment to sturt 
programs, it appears that the USDA did not request additional funds this year 

above the amount they requested last year. 

In this connection, we are told that the Congress appropriated the amount tin. 
USDA requested. Apparently, the USDA did not request enough money and arc 
now faced with distributing the available amount under a different method to 
cover increased numbers of lunches, breakfasts, etc. 

It appears that the USDA’h request for funds for government commodities was 
increased to at least provide for the increase in the number of lunches that will 
he served and to maintain about 7<f worth of commodities per lunch. 

(/) It Is Imperative that additional funding from Section 32 be provided to 
guarantee an average of 0 cents per lunch under Section 4 and 40 cents per luncli 

under .Section 11. t m A 

We believe this n reasonable and minimal request- Bor example, a Type A 
lunch must contain one-half pint of milk In order to be relmburseabie and the 

approximate cost of this milk is about 7 cents. , , 

The total cost of serving n luncli lius boon estimated liy tlie USDA to be ap- 
proximately 02 cents. 

3. Part 210 Ih <) 

To base higher rates of reimbursement solely upon (or primarily upon) the 
cost of oi>e ration does not In itself represent financial need. 

Most states are not set up administratively to adequately monitor the spend- 
ing of every luncli and breakfast program operations. With present limited 
staffing and’ travel limitations existing in some stntes, this is possible only in a 

Furthermore, this will tend to encourage schools to charge all possible ex- 
penditures to their lunch account Including many expenses now borne by the 
school district from general tax funds. Tills is undesirable. 

The fluctuation of, n» well an Increase in the cost of operation can easily 
he brought about. Charges for utilities, telephone, insurance, travel, supervisory 
duties, mulching provisions for FICA and for state retirement plans, cooks 
salaries paid out of the general fund, and foods purchased from general tax 
monies enn nil l>e legally charged to the luncli account, among many other 
dm 

More needed equipment can l»e purchased, higher wages can be paid uftcr the 
price freeze is lifted, large supplies of paper goods purchased, and other i«gal 
wavs can lie found to increase t lie cost of operation. ... . . 

Under the proposed changes, it. is conceivable that higher reimbursement rates 
would ho paid to schools having a cost of operating higher than typical In tlie 
state, thereby decreasing the rate of reimbursement which paid to move 

deserving schoo s. In fact. SCHOOLS THAT MANAGE EFFICIENTLY COULD 
SUFFER THE MOST FROM A REIMBURSEMENT STANDPOINT, AND 
SCHOOLS THAT SHOW LARGE EXPENDITURES WILL BE REWARDED. 

We urge the USDA to not adopt the cost of operating as the criterion on which 
to hose higher raten of reimbursement under Section 11. . 

We lielieve that the most fair and equitable criterion upon which to base 
higher rates of reimbursement under Section 11 is the percentage of free and 
reduced-price lunches served in relation to the average daily participation. •. uch 
a basis encourage# a school to serve more free and reduced-price lunches, not 
fewer. 

4. Part 220.16(b) 

(a) Since the proj*osed change makes "o Section 32 funds available for use as 

nonfood assistance funds, this will positively slow down tlie expansion of luncli 
programs to build in ex without food service, . . 

(b) This would put many states in n position of, not being able to meet com- 
mitments made for 1072 under present regulations. Nebraska, for example, has 
committed *204,984 to start 27 new programs (schools without previous food 
service) but lias only *118,800 of nonfood allotment. 
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'Tho elimination of the use of Section 32 fuims for nonfood assistance will 

school administrators and bonrds of education have had in State Agenc cs n 
the IJS1>A. 

Sm (a) 1 in»t or],. Several years ago the regional USD A office encouraged, urged 

UlI l S SuTrtlun t ch H programs in geographical areas of low socio-economic back- 
groumt and get th i rscho,>l to lower its lunch price to children, overall 
k ^ Get existing programs in needy schools to reduce the luncli price to children, 

° V Asf a result, many of the best programs from the standpoint of the economically 

ne pa^nts d |n ^fes^^eeliy^arVn^TjeiV^vei^t^t Anally ,H. ? ov« ament waa.aU- 
Intr action for tlielr benefit. It was something they could visually observe, could 
understand Under these proposed regulations the sole criterion w ° u * d tha 
TlT~u would meet the school’s eligibility standards for free and reduced- 

prices. Not just a high percentage, out all. ttqtva i« finally setting an 

tuiIj iu intcrnreted hv our group to mean that the USD A is nnauy B « luu s •**' 
ariSilry of 100% "hkh will virtually eliminate theae very line 

rS^3HoHr«bFj'“ 's’lris inirixss'tsL* spg 

IioeTIw/^i 6 ^iwmml?a^^»*Far^lacroa8e^ln e opeVa , tlng^^ts*per^u^lF 
careful examination by the State agency. 

6. JSffeotive date , . . 

ir u" TT«r»A must do all in Its power to avoid the extra work caused last fall 

wberT schools were JeqSired to Submit claims for August j*^*?^*^ 
State Agencies had to Implement regulatory changes after the star*, of the 

Se^a^ 

!!ISFI^u.le<«' m^-alTiFr^^d wll iFTtu? S, ?"Vew FXrnma'Fv'm 

he starting h' »uw of State Agency .■ouunliu.mits and and lt s 

m’Srttt » Intended In any of these 

8t wTS?’ faced with tbe« problems as are the schools we administer. We 
urgently request that we he represented |n policy making procedures aCec g 
matters concerning our nren of re i«»nsil>luty. 
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ITEM 



FROM SENATOR HART* 



Detroit Public Schools, 
Department of Food Service, 

Detroit, Mich., August 27, 1071. 



Ut> Proposed changes in U.S.D.A. regulations (7 CFR 
7 CFR Part 245) Published in Federal Register 



Part 210, 7 CFR Part 
August 13, 1071. 



220 , 



Hon. Philip A. Hart, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Hart: We have carefully reviewed the proposed changes in 
regulations pertaining to the National School Lunch Program, Non-Food Assist- 
ance Program, and Determining Eligibility for Free and Reduced Price Lunches. 
W» ".jd nothing in these proposed changes that would lead us to believe that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture is in any way attempting to follow the intent of 
the Congress In its passage of Public Law 91-248, namely, to provide food service 
to needy children. In fact, If our understanding of the proposed changes is cor- 
rect, they will nullify much, u not all, of the progress that we have made during 



the last eighteen months. , , 

It is extremely difficult for us to understand why the Department has waited 
until such a late date to make these proposed changes. We know that changes in 
the regulations have been under consideration for some time as I w’as a member 
of the committee that met ’n March, 1971 to review the regulations and recom- 
mend chnnges. Unfortunately, few of the recommendations that were made by 
the committee are contained in the proposed changes. The propo I changes, if 
allowed to stand, will decrease the amount of federal money received by Detroit, 
at a time when it is being recommended that we liberalize our income guidelines 
for free lunch, and there Is a high rate of unemployment in Detroit. Classes will 
start September 8. We are in the process of signing a new agreement with the 
State vet no one can tell us what rate of reimbursement we will receive. How 
then do we determine, the cost of continuing this program for a Board of Educa- 
tion, tli at Is already deeply in debt and Is extremely reluctant to go further in 
debt. They have made many cut backs in the educational ptogr^ii and if relief 
is not forthcoming they will have to consider further cut ba -ks. With t.ie course 
of action thnt the Department of Agriculture is taking at chis time, it is a cer- 
tainty thnt the school lunch program will be carefully reviewed if further de- 
creases in Board of Education expenditures are required. 

In the Inst seven years we have Increased participation from 24,000 JypeA 
him 'lies n day in 98 locations to 91,000 per day in 269 locations. In June. 10 < L 
61% of the totnl lunches served were served free or at n reduced cost compand 
to 4% of the totnl participation that were served free seven years ago. lot weare 
only reaching about 45,000 of the estimated 127,000 needy children enrolled in 
the* Detroit Public Schools. We still have about 50 schools without food se r yice ; 
None of them nre loented in the so called poverty areas, but without a doubt the.\ 

nil have some needy children enrolled. . 

Hiring the 1968-60 and 1969-70 school years we ^perhmeed n 1<^ »n th« 
operation of the Food Service Department in excess °f P» -t” W 
* rts from the Accounting Department indicate that during the 19.0-.1 sUioo- 
voj r we lost less tbnn $25,000. Our prices and menu pattern have remained un- 
changed since 1967. and our costs have increased. There i no question but that 
the* increased federal funds that we received last year suo- .untfallj eontribi to 
to the decrease in our loss. However, even though we added lunch programs^n 
60 schools last year we have developed a cost analysis program that lia- hells. 
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identify excess costs and will permit further cost reductions. Unfortunately, not 
to the extent that will be required if the changes that have been proposed are 
finalized in their present form. 

In our estimation, after reviewing the changes in regulations, the main prob- 
lem is the apportionment of monies to the States. Unfortunately, this is not one 
of the areas that we deal with directly. It stands to reason, however, that unless 
sutticient monies are apportioned to the ite it will not be possible for the State 
to rant sufficient funds to the school districts. An average of or 1 - of general cash- 
for-food assistance und 30£ for each free or reduced price ' ' ' unch served 

during the year, will not permit the Stare to continue our c. rel of reim- 

bursement without drastically reducing levels of reimburse!!. .. m < her dis- 
tricts. Drustie cuts in levels of reimbursement for other districts will drive them 
out of the program, as it also will Detroit. If this happens the base on which the 
f ederai payments are based will be eroded and maintenance of current levels 
will become more difficult. In the process, confidence in feeding programs will 
also be eroded. If this happens all of the progress that has been made during 
last few years, will be reversed and the programs may never recover from h s 
sct a l)iick 

We feel confident that on a district basis we would have no trouble meeting 
the criteria set forth to obtain more than 30£ for free and reduced price lunches. 
However, unless the estate receives sufficient funds to grant us this additional 
reimbursement without detriment to other districts, it does us little good to 
qualify. There was u time when \ , e could accept a verbal commitment that the 
funds would be forthcoming, but after the summer feeding funding fiasco, we 
doubt if this will be possible again. It Is for this reason that we are very much 
concerned with the unrealistic funding ceilings proposed, even though it may be 
possible for a State to receive additional funds later in the yea We are afraid 
that needed funds would arrive too late to be of any value in starting or expand- 
ing programs aid that this feature has a built in self-destruction factor that will 
in tin > destroy me program. t 

It is our understanding that under the new regulations a school district will 
not be able to receive the same rate of reimbursement for free and reduced price 
lunches, if this rate is higher than 50£ unless the free lunches served constitute 
90% of the total free and reduced price lunches served. 

If our understanding is correct we will liavo a problem in our Astro-Pack or 
cold lunch program. This program lias served as an emergency program for us 
and 1ms allowed us to provide food in fifty-six schools to 12,000 students ; it has 
permitted us to provide service now, with a minimum expenditure for equipment, 
and regard for adequate facilities in a school. It is, however, u more expensive 
program to operate, as we are contracting with a food management firm for the 
lunches and additional funding will be required if the program is to con t nine to 
o crate. We donV understand why the State’s flexibility sn uld be curtailed In 



If tiicr:* are abuses in this r.vca, rhe they should bo dc<. t with on uti individual 
basis. When those abuses are handled by a broad change in ilex Utility some good 
us well as some poor programs are destroyed in the process. 

In reviewing the promised eh ur« i for Xon-Food Assistance, we llrnl them most 
unrealistic. We know that each yen r the income guidelines for free lunches will 
lie broadened. This of course, w hi mean increases in the number of lunches 
served in existing schools nr l we need the flexibility of meeting these increased 
needs when they occur, and not six mouths later. Further, we have established 
the Astro-Puck program as an expedient way to provide food so : vice, xet, it is 
n temporary program and we want to move to convert these schools to hot lunch 
programs as facilities and funds permit. It e-ems that the De.mrtment s nm ving 
to correct abuses to the program by curtailing the fie i.ility o. all State Dire^. 

i i i i n 1 ml ioio ft 



tors, rather than dealing with specific abuses. We believe that thl 
mis prac tice, and should he avoided. 

The changes proposed in Part 2 r neternnning Eiligih lit 
duced Price launches, does not aflV Towover. it wop. i a 

area, more would he gained if rhe U- art meat, o fzric 

cally spell out and define in concrete teiois what 1 * ? \ 



u danger^ 

Vc*e unci Ito- 
that, in this 
'ere to specific 
able basis,” 



In* fact, much of the trouble in this :*rea conk* .. « avoided If this would 

have been clone two years ago. . ^ -it c nhnwri’inpnt 

In summary, we would request that you strongly t 1 be |i eve tb at 

of Agriculture withdraw the proposed changes, nt this time. believe t 
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changes that will not be effective until after the Programs have started will be 
extremelv detrimental to the program. If the goal of the U.S. I department oi 
Agriculture is to stabilize the funding of the program and Increase its growUi, 
then the change of regulations at this time is In direct conflict with the stuted 

goals. 

Sincerely, Howabd W. Briggs, Director. 



Grand Rapids, Mich., August 25, 1971. 

Dear Senator Hart : As you know the Proposed Regulations f ^ ch f il ^ n ^ ti ^. 
programs nonfood assistance program funds and eligibility for rr ®® “f 1 " f „ v 
duS price lunches (Published in the Federal Register, Aug 13, 10.1.) May 

result in hundreds of children in Michigan be *?6 c”t ^ school 

Program These proposed regulations are in direct contrast to tne oiew ocnoo 
Sch Lovv-rpasKd ln 1970 We are aure they will create more of a problem 

"T g^maS F ^a P ^riS"^ea to drop the lunch program and e f - 
nanslon will be impossible for a large number. These new regulations would 

create a state of confusion among school officiate. .It will be °£ tob * r ^hoo^to 
before they know what they can or can not do. Also they may cause schools to 
viointP administration procedures and program law with out even Knowing it. 
They also may be forced to reimburse the Federal Government for feeding chil- 

dr wifv ^it that G when government agencies make a mistake it is usually the 
child who gets hurt" And you can be sure if these new regulations go through 
a great many ^chSdren will suffer. This is the year the word “Economy” is in, 
Lf ^eedv chUdren seem to be the ones who are always affected by these 
economy 'mores. Maybe it’s because as a pressure group they (the children) 
are not Very effective. Since the children can not sr^ak for themselves, we 11 just 

ha pfea^e°h^p i V^ b askii^ f the US DA to continue operating under their current 
regulations' \ ntil January in order for states and schools to study new P r °- 
Sis n£d £ nble to implement the final ve^lons^thout 
service for children. Also And a way of convincing the USDA to release tunas 

they have and will not use. . 

Please do what ever you can. This matter is most urgent. 

Thank yon very much. Mrs . r IC hard Parsaca, 

Mrs. Ronald Vance, 

Afiohioan School TAinch Committee. 
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ITEM 3— FROM SENATOR COOK 



Todd County Board of Education 

Elkton, Ky., August 30, 1971. 



Senator Marlow W. Cook, 

Old Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Cook : May I call your attention to an urgent need in the area 
of the Child Nutrition Program for 1971-72. Information that I have received 
indicates that reimbursement rates being established by the United States 
Department of Agriculture for the current fiscal year will not exceed 35* per 
meal for free and reduced price meals. School districts are required by law 
to provide such meals to families covered by the poverty income scale declared 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, we are required by law to meet the federal 
minimum wage for labor, and must pay food bills in o T, der to have food to 
prepare. How can the Child Nutrition program continue to exist when actual 
costs ex sed rates of reimbursement for these free and reduced price meals? 

In fiscal year 1970-71 the cost of preparing and **vving a Type A meal in 
our school district was 45*. Our reimbursement totaled 38* per plate for the 
25% free meals served. This deficit was absorbed by meager reserves. With in- 
creased food costs and anticipated labor increases we can have a loss of approxi- 
nis tely 13* per meal in the current yea. - on an estimated 30% of the meals 
served to poverty families. , __ 

We cannot continue to operate programs in our schools on this basis, lhe 
paying child who has been the backbone of the financial operation for years and 
the low-income child will all be without lunches at school if this reimbursement 
structure proposed by USDA becomes a reality. 

What is the intent of our nation? Are we serious about providing nutrition for 
all? We are fast approaching a time of providing no lunches at school and the 
nutrition that this insures. Your help in avoiding this disaster is urgently 



needed. 

Sincerely yours, 



Mrs. Helen A. Davis, 
Food Service Director. 




COMMONWEAL?:! OF KENTUOKY, 

Department of Education, 

Frank, urt, Ky., August 27, 1971. 

Hon. Marlow W. Cook, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr Cook : At a meeting of State School Food Service Directors and USDA 
officials in Atlanta, Georgia, during the week of August 23, 1971, the announce- 
ment was made that no additional funds other than those available as a result of 
PD 92-32 were available to continue the Breakfast Program during FY 1972. This 
was quite a shock to me as Director of the School Food Services for Kentucky 
and a fear that consternation would reign among local school officials n n re 
than 500 schools should it be necessary to cancel the Breakfast Programs at the 
end of September, 1971. PD 92-32 will provide only sufficient funds for the months 
r August and September combined for School Breakfast. During FY 1971 
i ore than $1,000,000 from Section 32 funds were used to continue the Breakfast 
Program in Kentucky schools and it is anticipated that an equal or greater amount 

would be reeded for FY 1972. _ , .. 

Could It be that there is a difference of opinion between the Congress of the 
United States of America and the U.S. Department df Agriculture as to the use 
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of Section 32 funds? It seems to me to border on being r? /M ' iloun to recognize the 
fact that the USDA be permitted to use a Congressional >priation in sueh a 

manner as io curtail those activities for whicli {he funot> vvere appropriated to 
ssij noth' ug of the future use to which they might be put. 

As h stands now the only source of funds for the continuation of the Kentucky 
School Breakfast Program is Section 3?. We sincerely request that steps be taken 
to cause these funds to be released immediately in such amount that the Break- 
fast Program can be continued during the 1{>71— 72 school year. 



Sincere’y, 



C. E. Bevins, 

Director, Division of School Food Service. 
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Fulton County Schools, 
Hickman, Ky., September 2, 1971. 

Hon. Marlow Cook, 

U.S. Senator, 

Senate Office Building, 'Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: We have received a communication indicating the intent of DSD A to 
provide a maximum 304 rate of reimbursement for free meals plus an additional 
5 4 from Section 4 funds. This total of 354 is less than our average c~st per lunch 
last year and our costs are higher this year. 

Our average cost per meal for serving lunches in the elementary schools during 
the period beginning February 1 and ending May 28, 1971 was 42.54. At the high 
school, our cost per meal was 534* _ . _ _ 

Last year we served 99,712 free lunches in our five Fulton county Schools. We 
also served 17,445 lunches at a reduced price of 154. This makes a total of 117,157 
lunches which constitutes 55% of the *otal number of lunches served. 

We are now processing applications for free and reduced price lunches for this 
year. We believe we will have to serve as many such lunche3 this year as we did 
lfist year 

Last year we were alloted 154 per lunch from Title I funds for each free or 
reduced price lunch served. This year the Title I authorities will only allow us 
the difference between the reimbursement rate for free lunches and the regular 
price of lunches. Our regular lunch prices are as follows : 1st grade through 3rd 
grade, 254 ; 4th grade through 8th grade, 304 5 and high school lunches, 354- 

As you can see we cannot use any Title I money this year unless we raise the 
price of our regular lunches. The wage-price freeze will not allow us to raise our 
prices. 

Unless we are allowed to raise our lunch prices or get more USDA foods and 
more reimbursement than last year, we will soon be operating in the red. 

Please use your influence at the hearings on September 9, to get our rate or 
reimbursement increased rather than decreased. 

Very sincerely yours, 

J Harold Garrison, 

Superintendent, Fulton County Schools. 

Jane Watts, 

School Food Service Director. 



Campbell County Schools, 
Alewandria, Ky., September S, 1971. 

Hen. Marlow Cook, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir : I learned today that the USDA plam: to provide 304 reimbursement 
for free meal 3 , plus an additional 54 maximum from Section 4 funds. This wojdt 
provide only 354 in reimbursement for meals we are required t« erve free. The 
cost of these meals exeeed this amount. Last year we served 26,697 free lunches. 

In 1971-72 we are estimating 32.500 free in’" 'hes. . „ ,, . 

The cost of operating the School Food Service Program in Campbell County, 
Alexandria, Kentucky last year was SjOO, 000.00. The cost ofoperating the School 
Food Service Program this year is estimated at around $380,000.00 

With the increasing cost of operating our Food Service Program and more- vta 
and reduced-price lunches, I feel that the Child Nutrition Program is at st' «? 
reimbursement cannot be higher. No business can operate on deficit spending. 

Sincerely yours, &. J ., - Doris Watts, 

Director, Campbell County School Lunchrooms. 
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ITEM 4 — FROM JOSEPHINE MARTIN* 



Statement of Jack P. Nix, Georgia Sta'< • jferintendent of Schools and 
Coordinator, School Food Service Coa :e, Council of Chief *-"ate 

School Officers 

Mr. Chairmen and members of the committee, I am Jack Nix, Superintendent 
of Schools in Georgia, and Coordinator of the School Food Service Committee of 
the Council of Chief State School Officers. I regret that my schedule does not per- 
mit me to appear before the committee in person. I am grateful for the oppor- 
tunity of filing a statement with the committee regarding the regulations pro- 
posed by the United States Department of Agriculture for administering the 

School Food Service Programs. , ^ 

We believe that the School Food Service Program is an important part of the 
child’s school day- We believe this so strongly that all school facilities in Georgia 
financed in part or all with state funds must have provisions for school food 
service. We believe this so strongly that the State Board of Education requests 
and receives state funds to help meet rising labor costs, as sale price increases 
are reflected in lower pupil participation. . ^ 

We believe that adequate nutrition and sound food habits are essential for all 
cb*ldren. During the 1970-71 school year, 83 per cent of Georgia’s children In 
attendance had lunch at school and by April 34 per cent of these lunches were 
served at a reduced cost or no cost to economically needy children. 

We are proud of Georgia’s heritage in school lunch which includes the long time 
sponsorship and support of the late Senator Richard B. Russell, and the leader- 
ship and support of Senator Herman E. Talmadge in sponsoring school lunch 
reform legislation in the Senate and in the passage of appropriations to imple- 
ment the National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act as amended by 
PL 91—248. In my opinion, the Congress has provided a sound legal framework 

for Child Nutrition Programs. x 

It is from this background, and my experience as a county school super- 
intendent in Appalachia, State Superintendent with the eighth largest ■ sdhojj 
food service program In the United States, and Coordinator of the School Food 
Service Committee of the Council of Chief State School Officers that I speak 1 - 
(lay in concern for the future of school food service in Georgia and in the other 
states if the proposed USDA regulations are not set aside. 

Effective Implementation of any program requires realistic regulations an 1 
adequate funding. Educational administration in 1971 whether it be at the 
local, district, or state level is complex. School people are in a state of turmol 
resulting from the economic crises, taxpayers rebellion, court, orders, and rnpi u.\ 
expanding and changing situations resulting from social and technologies 

Because of this position in wnlcli our society is placed there is a great need to 
simplify administrative procedures, to permit more local autonomv to Provide 
more flexibility in use of funds and to have adequate funds to fulfill congres- 

The propo c "m 1 regulations of USDA do n< meet these requirements ; alth'' 1 f- ■ ' 
manv Chief bate School Officers were of the opinion that the regulations issued 
September 4, ItffO were restrictive, they were liberal by comparison with the 

P r B^n uU r °of ’t^rconcern of Chief State School Officers regarding the regula- 
tions published September 4, 1970 and tne failure of USD \ to make cnonges 
in spite of requests -/ State School Food Service Directors, eight Chief State 
School Officers (from Florida. Tennessee. South f iirollna, Loxii^ana.Ai Kansas 
Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia) or the deputies, rnd the eight Sehoo, 1 ood 
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Servlet, Directors met on j M arch 5 > r^USD^^n 7 March ^ U l>r. l °Floyd Christian, 

recoiumemlutions to be A school Officers und Florida Commissioner 

President of Council of C^ilef State bcliool Officers a^ Directors Sec tlon of 

of Education : Mr, Lawrence Martfn Georgia’s School Food Serv- 

fermrec\o1- Ch a 0 n 0 d I°SellvSed those Recommendations for proposed changes in 

regulations to Assistant Secretary of delated ‘ to the crises 

L> i ng, nmt°u!uA involve Chief State School Offlceve and State School Lunch 

Directors in preparing needed regulations. Educational Agency no later than 

M„ 2 y wH*l l re*ate ll to £> progr^ni ,< adinlnlstratlon and opera,, ... 

dU 3. 1I That e the° Secretary make the Income guidelines delivered be*- 

juiy 1 . recommendation was followed, and cne guiueuue 

f T Tha^ijSDA provide a regulation to allow and encourng fund transfer 

b r^“^A delete the , redulrentent : rM 4 ,U " dS 

f °6 e rnlafuSDTdrtetrSmrements for states to pay same rate from Section 4 

funds for needy and aon-needy 1 " I \ cl ?^ i t d that he appreciated the concern of 
Mr. Lyng was most would be conaidere d 

and mat' m"a \„ho U “up“Senc“ opportunity would be provided to discuss 

the disposition of regulations. announce d the Income Poverty Guid, nes 

TVe were pleased ttMtt^S9ca^ryi\ commendat iont were being considered. 

early, as this was an indication h _ increased the income level for 

The Secretary’s Income Poverty Guidelines mcreu u » eligible for free 
eligibility for free iunches. Theincome f a J r to $3940 per year, thereby, 

or reduced lunches increai Jueible P f or ^ ree and reduced lunches. How- 
^“^’'fnSrUtm^wal S«et flggj- In reculat.ous 

-s - S3?. 

cathm^of hthe^m^mdmg^dmsthf^hange 

annotate Plan o, oper- 

ation projections. r .laen vif n n f +y» p figTiblG vise of Sectio^i 32 

These projections and plans took advantage of the These projec- 

and even p-ohib«t maintenance of existing programs. , relating to 

n n t vifv hn ain of the late 1971 program regulations and publicity relating 

school food service appropriations, most Title I funds, and 

withdrawn from school food service as the publicity indicated that sufficient 

funds were available through U^A for food 80r V C ®ent e ?flDA 8 fundl Nbt Snl? 
up to $3 million per year of Title I funds to supplement U SD A t unds. Not on ty 

do w lose those but the loss from the new formula will be about $3.5 million to 



$4 million. 
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A copy of my letter to Mr. Herbert Kcrex relating to the proposals follows : 

State Department of Education, 

Office of School Administration Services, 

August 23, lifii. 

W^^aMuSStritlon Division, Food and Nutrition Service, V.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

rw A n Mn TIobfv This letter Is in response to the notice of proposed rule 
JSE SlS ln the Federal Register August 18 to amend the regulations 
governing the operations of Federal-State Child Nutrition Programs. 

I unequivocally oppose the : 

8} «je -» °* — > 

(3) Plan to make the regulations effective on a retroactive basis. 

My objections are based on : 

85 ^ h eSa“^ in the National School I.unch Act 

tOI (3)* 1 Tb# removal of program management from the jurisdiction of the states 

Cd (“ t The 1 d“?S™n t te^of 1 JhS2 : “regulations to the states with lowest per capita 

‘"Ts^Vhe «skdv«Sge be o?"(Sese regulations to states that have served the 

h 1S) St aSr 5mpos E sTbl°e £ mtl^tTonTn wMth y yo r u place local school ndmlntetmtors. 
The law say™ that all children who meet eligibility standards fbr free and re- 
duced mdee lunches have a right to a meal ; and yet, these proposed legulaUons 
make it impossible to accomplish unless large deficits are incurred or additional 
f unds are supplied by local agencies ; and yet, Congress indicated its intent for 

'Tn^fmlo— ^c^ r of^reS-Mons as related to President Nixon's state- 

^^°lon s become effective, I foresee a definite set back to 
school food service programs. Neither can the quality of food service * or t e -u 

b6 I °cin hi t?ui e y ap£e5Se n the problem of tight money and deficits. However, I 
cannot” understand the rationale for TJSDA to recommend expansion and simul- 
taneously proposed payments that make expansion or even maintenance 

imijossiWe^ lig - utl alarmed over the proposed regulations, it is because I am. 
An analysK >f the proposed formula of 30tf or 5<f applied to operations in six 
school systems of varying size is shown below : 





Paid 1970-71 


New formula 


Difference 


Hall County - 

Decatur County.. - - 


$3, 006, 001. 28 
157. 497. 85 
187,737.95 
57, 685. 52 
169, 668. 42 
757,930.65 > 


$2,767,471 J 
138, 497.80 
146, 751. 25 
52, 248. 55 
151,512.00 
678,844 10 


-$238,521.68 
-19,000.05 
-40,986.70 
-5, 436.97 
-18. 156. 42 
-79, 086. 55 
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Sincerely yours, 



State SUi 



Jack P. Nix, 
erin-tendent of Schools, 



School administration in Georgia, and I believe nationally have made* 
concerted effort to implement the law in accordance with congressional intent. 
The non-food assistance funds available by virtue of the flexible use i o 
32 funds I ^Iped smooth many rough spots in reorganized schools and made it 
possible to continue food service to children. The numbers of children reached 
with lunch and breakfast has Increased at a phenomenal rate. 

However, these proposals, including the late date of delivery have already 
caused damage to school fo°t\^^h^ programs-To^lOO-72. 



Appendix 3 

material submitted by others than witnesses 



OPF>J IjETTJBR TO SECHETARY LYNG 



For Publication in the October Issue of School Foodservice Journal 

September 1 , 1971 . 

Assm^TieZfiarrv.S. Department of Aortculture, XarKettw ana Consumer, 
Services, Wasiu»^(OH,^D.C. , Minneapolis was much taken aback 

by^botb the emuent and the approach c oar remarks. 

vp«- ret table contras to the statement made two days before which dcscrxbed pin 
strong woHdng relationship with USDA as one of the basic pillars of Associa- 
tion nolic.v over the past quarter century. IHntnl . V#M1 _ 

tion to faithfully abide,” you speak of r,. q in1ine w hich nld be exer- 

We feel, Mr. Secretary, that the most effective discipline wniun «u 

SS %? iSTSS JSSS& A 

program which provides a P ri ^ e - e ^ m ST®| t<lfl «t‘ites bv his remarks before, 
t» t 91— °48 and the President of the United States oy ms „ . - H nn .i 

during and following the White Hou t ^ ftt C ^ e f |^“ C ^ f Tung"?? rf2ldre£ in our 
Health have made it indelibly clear that feeding ox i ungry aohnnl 

schools was to be a prime Priority of this government. As a “ a to eve ’ ry par- 

ol mS VSESt#^ 

lf The school administrators are left stranded right in the 

f v,r_ n re reouired bv federal law to extend the offer and on the otner nano, 
» rj rtenrivSl bv federal ^regulations of the means of fulfilling the promise. 

We would also rUs;i "ree with the approach you have taken to universal school 
food service Altl> would agree that it is not lor^cal to spend mor^, money 

fopdservice. Aiu " ror all the balance of .cation put together, we 

would* respectful! \ ugge.se that the proper approach wdd be to expand federal 
funding ^?S? educatioS, rather than to penalize the nutrition programs of the 
children of thi? nation. The August 30, 1971 decision by the Calif ornia State 
t; nni .,,, ,, Court regarding property taxes as a base xor education bears out our 
noiiit. Schoo?foodservicc is in the vanguard of educational thinking in its empha- 
sis upon federal funding. There can be no Question but that the major burden 
of educational expense must be carried by the federal government, which also 
receives* the* major portion of tax receipts. As educational costs arise and as 

(1869) 
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SSS JS2SS s BK-. -r, 

PSaasi' a 1 ^ ; Bis? -SB 

r ( m‘il\KMiy l HKnt h ror its pin 1 .:'. 1 in education, must s \* Iffi- 

support. 

Sincerely, John Perhyman. 

September 1, 1071, copies for reaction to: Miss Josephine Martin ami Mr. 

Daniel <J. Wisotzkey. 

Copy to : Judith Zurnnkn this (late. 



STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL MILK PKODL'CKKS FKI >EliATl< »N 



Mr Chairman and members of the committee, I am Patrick II. Mealy. ^rc-tary 
of tiie National Milk Producers Federation. The Federation is a tuition- Aide fa 

li * j 1 { >> ^nnMeiita 1 | dairy' farmers and the dairy cooperative associations which thcv 
•iiwi sin^r-ii to These cooperatives range from small groups to very large fed- 
"nmTnrS throughout the eon. lnen.nl CUM *<»»•* «.»l 

"' Avnnuir imoml vou .mil your Committee tor conchletlnK henrlmm .... iho lor 

neiidl lie crisis in the National School Lunch Program. , n , 

uim ^tSu auniiorters of the School Luneli Program, as well as other ■ child 
nutrition urograms, we are strongly opposed to the proposed out-hacks reducing 
Kelleral^ reimbursement from DO cents to 3ff cents per meal for needy children : and 

fr As rovenlwHi^ before your distinguished Committee there Ik siih- 

. i ii iii hi 1 iinder-nutrltlon and hunger In this country. Consequently. there is a need 
r,„. |. —not. diminished— offortH in the achool lunch and other child icednig 
nrog ru ms. In our national effort to up-grade our quality ot life, good nut lit mu !• 
t |.„ i.i.nlth .Hid well-being of children Is absolutely essential. 

Ii • nunrv 1071 almost 25 million children were receiving lime la -s in about 
rMWHlZZ. To diminish support for this proirrum would hnpu.r tho l,,-u I. «l 
millions of children. In addition, it would e-eate economic hardships foi stab s 
* Your* i mhl lc lien rings on this crucial matter, we hope, will result in reversal 
«,f the decision to reduce reimbursement for school lunriiea by the t >• nepait- 

lU Tu V W Congress eiiacteil Public Law M-24K It clearly provided a mandate to 
•r- viPo i inches for every needy child in the nation. For children who could u» 
iffor! to the lunch was to be provided free. If the reimbursement .< re- 

ilurrd, tills will not l»<* iMtssihlo without iKhlilioiml hunlcu <m >tatos nail ( >(a 

TSSSrihe roiinhursomont will lmvo other u.lverse ..Herts upon the prourum. 

i "‘i'"ltwlll rulse the price of n school lunch for children who ran nfTor.l to ].:iy : 



o 

ERIC 



128 



i. 4 



1871 



It will increase the cost burden upon the states and local iimnimnilies- iti- 
l m ling possibly higher school taxes ; 

Ii will discourage expansion of the program to more schools ; 

I. it will ran contrary to the spirit and intent of Public* Law 91-24N. 

Localise of such factors, it Is our Judgment that— rather than dimmish sup- 
port-new, innovative, aggressive efforts are needed to improve and expand the 
] | i id feeding programs for maximum participation of children ; and to hasten ihe 
day when malnourisliniout and lmnger will ho eliminated from our country. 
Thank you very much. 



KitoM UKPUKSKNTATI VK 



I >R. WILLIAM it. KOV 



CONGRESS OF TIIF UNITED STATES, 

House of Recrement atives, 
Washington, D.G., September SO, 107.1. 

lion. Georoe McGovern, 

Chairman, Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 

Xeie Senate Office liuilding Anne.r. 

Dear Senator McGovern : I am enclosing some information from one of my 
constituents regarding a reduction in reimbursement for free and reduced priced 
lunches for 1971 and 1972. Ms. Scholz would like for this material to lie included 
as a part of the otlicinl testimony of tin? lieu rings of tin* Select Committee on 
Nutrition and Human Needs. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Wn.t.iAM U. Roy. 
Member of Congress. 

Kansas State Department of Kiujoation, 

Division of Administrative Services, 

Topeka. Nani., August SI , 1071, 



lion. W 1 1.1.1 am R- Roy. 

Tnp( La. l\uns. 

Dear Represent ativf Roy; 
tors Section of tin* American 
in Washington on Tuesday, 
to tin* regulations concerning 
priced lunches for 1971 and 19 
The chairman of the State 
the attached information. 

Sincerely, 



: I understand representatives of the State Direc- 
Kchool Food Son ice Association will he testifying 
September 7, opposing the proposed amendments 
a reduction in reimbursement for free and reduced 

Dircctois Section has asked me to submit to you 



Ruby Soiioi.z, 

Director. School Fond Services. 



t'.s. Department m aoiucui.tprk. 

Food and Nutrition Seuvice. 

Dallas. Ter.. August 17. 1071. 

Subject: Proposed Revisions to Regulations (7 (’Fit Part 210. 7 <’FR Part 220, 
CFR Part 2 lot. 

To ; All State Dim-tors (Child Nutrition Programs ». 

Ci, I tics of tlie proposed amendments to the regulations were mailed by the 
Child Nutrition Division to all interested parties on August 12. 1971. They were 
puHishisl in the Federal Register ou August 13. 1971. 

We have learned from one state agency that as of today they had not received 
Up. ir copy of the proposed amendments. Consequently, we are sending a copy 
herewith to insure receipt by each State Din*ctor. 

PlejiM- notice that comments and suggestions a re to be sent to Mr. Rorex and 
must l*e po'tinarU<‘d not later than August 2S. 1971. 

Martin Garber, 
Regional Administrator. 
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KANSAS HrATK IilSPABTMBNT OB’ EDUCATION, 

Division of Ai>winu;tj:ativk Services, 

Tu/iclcn, Kuna., August 27, 191 I. 

L»r. Wi i.i.i am It. Uoy, 

L r ... i) R n 0 V' Tills is in response to the Notice of I’rnpoxcd Rule Making, 
,, u n. ,, A, “ult' 13 mi. in the Federal Register to amend the regulations 
1. rnlng the oneratl >ns at Federal-Stale Child Nutrition Programs. 

Vs Si " o Kansas School Lunch Program, 1 concur with the com- 
n.enhs of C |attvrenco Bartlett and Josephine Martin ot the llircc or' 8 &*£«> <* 
ij u . \SFSA (See Attachments) on the proposed changes in existing regulations. 

£2S -lands is 44f-, 8 f. in some cities the cost is 

11 S l‘Vlu uary through May in 1971, Kansas paid 12tf plus 3o<! or 40<) reimbursement 

to those schools serving more than 25% free and reduced 30rf t i s 10 a 

Tlie reimbursement as stated in the proposed regulations (Ctf+JOtf) is 10<J 
and 1^ less than the reimbursement paid to 190 attendance centers for free and 

reduced price meals for the period of February through Maj ,1971. 

Addition™ mu-food assistance funds from Section 32 are required If con- 

“ N^o°Sr‘th n ^ ‘faS'ttla? KansasTs^ln need of mom distance than the 

rC ?shnl7^rentl7aPPrcelatr any assistance la providing additional funds. 
Sincerely, Ruby Scjiolz, 

Director, School Food Service*. 

City or State : Kansas 

1 How much did it cost to produce a Type A lunch during the 1970-71 school 
year? Do not include the value of USDA donated commodities. 

2. How many^free or reduced-price lunches did your State or School System serve 
during 1970-71 school year? 

8 How Sf free or redueed-prlee lunches do you eapaet to serve this year 
(1970-71 ) ? 

4 What 6 ’woulfhave been the loss per meal during last year 1970-71 « mi had 
4 ‘ ^received only 35 d federal reimbursement for free or reduced-price lunches . 

« TTmv^nfueh monev will vour Stare or School System lose if you 

reeel S?«JTS federal reimbursement for free or reduced-price lunches? 

$659,686.50 

N( .ICE 

Department of Aoriouptube 
Food and Nutrition Service 
(7 CFR Part 210, 7 CFR Part 220, 7 CFR Part 245) 

Notice of Proposed Rule Making 

inate many problems relating to t he m a _| ndm ^ lt8 ^ published in pro- 
amending the related re^lattens. The istraed in final form, in order 

posed form in **™*^J^ tte^n^L mSed^rsons and’agenolos. 
m n i,lT"r regulations are issued iu dual 

f °We welcome your comments and appreciate 3 our cooperation. 

Edward J. Heikman, 

Administrator, Food and Nutrition 8ervloo. 

w ^ 1. 
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[The Washington Evening Star, Aug. 25, 1971] 

McGovern asks lifting of school-lunch rules 

Sen George McGov m is asking the Department of Agriculture to withdraw 
new school-lunch regulations, contending that they could curb expansion of the 

»“J£Si McGovern's Select Committee on Nutrition, 

said yesterday the number of children receiving school lunches under the piogram 
is expected to increase by almost 2 million this year, “and I know they can t 

reach them under this budget.” nntod nftpp 

McGovern, a Democratic presidential candidate from South Dakota, acted after 
the school-lunch directors of 38 states accused tte Agriculture Departmont of 
bringing school-lunch programs to “a screeching halt” less than a month before 

schools open. 

Announced Al’o. 13 

At an Aug. 7 meeting of the American School Food Service Association in 
Minneapolis, the directors said the new regulations set spending ceilings that are 
unequivocally inadequate. The regulations were announced Aug. 13 but tire asso- 
ciation executives had been given a preview of them before Aug. 7. 

McGovern feelB “the only reason that these regulations could be offered would 
he to curb expansion of the program and to conserve funds under Oie indaequate 
budget that the administration lias requested for the program, Cassidy Paid, 
jr the regulations are not changed, Cassidy sald,^ we expect to have a heating 

to explore the purposes behind adopting this policy.” 

The state school-lunch directors said the new regulations place greater restric- 
tions on how they can spend federal school lunch funds and, considering the rising 

costs of food and labor, give thorn loss to spend. ... ... 

“Fiscal discipline Ih always difficult but it Is absolutely essential . i wore 

to livo within our budget,” said Asst. Secretary of Agriculture Richard Ljng 

when lie announced the regulations. . . 

The Department of Agriculture, which administers the school-lunch program, 
said it helped feed .".1 million hungry school children in the preceding year, and 

7 '^“rhev°should breaching this year 0.1 million,” Cassidy said. But. he said, the 
department had asked for exactly the same amount of money from Congress this 

.7 n ek another staff-member of the McGovern hun^r committec^said t Ins 
v ear's request was $225 million for regalar lunches for all chiidren, $_56 nnlhon 
for free or reduced-price lunches for needy children, and $16.1 million for kitchen 
equipment and similar nonfood Items. 

More Authorized Earlier 

Congress anti orized spending $33 million for equipment this year when it 
wrote the law two years ago, Quinn said. 

(1873) v.. , 
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it.. v . li(1 i noist of Hie 23.000 .schools tlint still have no lunch programs are clthti 
<»h or Vnner-cltv schools or rural schools, both with no lunchrooms, and with 
1 liirli concentration of poor children who qualify for free or reduced-price lunches. 

A higher equipment appropriation would help bring them into the program, 

The'school-hinch directors termed inadequate the average limit of 5-ecnts the 
federal government will pay for each regular school lunch under the new rog 
tions, and the 30-cents for each free or reduced-price lunch. 
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[ The Deliver Post. Auk. 1»"1 I 

MrGOVKKN CHARGES: *T<>P MOSS" P.J.AMKD FOR I.I'NFII ( 'l TS 

Sen George McGovern charged the Nixon adininist ration— specifically the 
“top lioss*’ — with frying to thwart the will of Congress by cutting br.ek the fed- 

1 ' Tim So^ith'Tmhota^l^eiiiocriit, ehairinnn of the Senate Select Ccaiinittee on 
Nutrition, said in a Denver press conference Wednesday that lie was ^ 
in* lunch regulations issued Ang. 13 by the Agriculture Departing . 

‘•I don't think it was just an accident that these regulations were announced 

while the Congress was in recess,” he said. 

a rpnortpr nskpil who he though t was to blame. 

Wo wHl not know the extent of the damage until November or December. 
I'rin Inal" expecting 42 cents being notified that their school In neb rate irns-.fi 
roilt* ' i,e<tion the program: State Education Agencies announcing expanded 
rtMhi S” ^3 in late July. ,m<l thou notifying s.'hools of 

in VtCMisf some states announcing rates in July, nnd retracting in Anpi st. 
and flilailV states being tohl on September 1 that l i^akfast nrogra s expansion 
must he held within the state’s apportionment of MS.: » million. -< are lmt 
a few of the frustrations that will result in a crippled program 

P.ut the damages can lie healed if sufficient funds and reasonal 
are established immediately. I support the specific re<-ommen 
American School Food Service Ad Hoe Committee: 1 urge that yo. 
t„ set aside the proposed regulations until u reasonable set of i 
realistic funding patterns can lie prepared. Mr. < hainiieii. ndditi 
he needed from tlio Congress to achieve the roimnil intuit of 1 R 
ever tlie states are mandated to implement die law (and wo th 
one) then we ask the Congress of the United States to provide 
insist that I’SDA provide a framework, based on legislation. " 

states and local system could do the jol». t ak.h.i- v«»n 

In behalf of the Chief State School Office rsoft lie 1 nited States ill J 
for providing tills op,wirtunlty for us to react to the proposed 1 SDA regwhitioiis. 

«T bln IP the ton boss.” he said. “I blame the President of the United 
States I think orders came' directly from the executive branch o ie go\- 

nriuneiit— from the White House- to the Department of Agrlciilture. 

4. 1 f liink tho Secretary of Acnculturc was told* you cannot Optra * 

„ m ,V ‘j!S, ",m beyond * certain cost nnd WO want you to develop 

guidelines that will keep this feeding program within those guidelin 

•And that is not what Congress intended, McGovern said. . . p. h 

The senator was in Denver for the day chiefly to attend a J nresidential 
convention and to rally Democratic support for his campaign for the pre. idential 

n TnnnM« tho lunch program to he expended, he nald. and nmwoprhltod 

the funds but the money is niw being "Impounded," by the Bureau et the Budget 
in an '"lrbitrarv” action of the executive department. f 

He estimated the new executive regulations, if allowed to go into . , 

, vill riitfip tlio dailv lunch cost 25 cents for each pupil— money that would 
have to be provided directly by families, by school districts or by State govern- 
ments if tire program is to continue. 

All> Pi . an in Rkvkkhk 

-To me. that’s a peculiar way to carry out tlie President’s revenue sharing pro- 
posah” McGovern said. ”J. think that’s revenue sharing in reverse— and with a 
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■•\\Vre going to call special hearing emergency 
“and we’re going to nail thin thins for wliat it is-an effort to thwart the will 

^'MV-fUweni 5 woke wUlfre^mdeT's after touring the George Washington Carver 

1 );iy C’aro Center. 12270 Humboldt St., where 80 children 1 ' 

sidized under the Federal program— and playing on ^'^^^^EdiicaMon 
\Iso present was Pan Wisotzfce.v. .school lunch director for the btate i^cmcfi i n 

Department Wisotzkev said lie’s concerned about possible consequences of tin 
now * Federal regulations, which would affect Federal reimbursement ot the 

states, hut he hasn’t yet made a full study. . vlinre the new 

Wisotakey said he’d heard of one school system m the 1,1 

regulations would mean n difference of $300,000 a year in he<D • •'I • 

McGovern said the Agriculture Department earlier had :i nnounce(l p ans 
cut olT funds for summer lunches at day care and Head Statt centeis. Hi. 
mittee. he said, was instrumental in reversing that decision. 

Tf that plan had gone into effect, McGovern said Colorado wonld Jl?™ n 
eelved only in percent of the funds it had requested for the summer pioginm. 

PROGRAMS EM'AXGEHKI) 

r l’h(* new proposed regulations “would not only preclude any expansion of the 
Z STSwliw wol.Ul seriously endanger existing programs,' 

many questions at the Denver day rare cm. ter about the 
background of the children, where they live and what their pa i ents pay. 

Earlier, McGovern attended a meeting of the World Methodist Council, of 
which he is a member, at the University of Denver arena. . 

McGovern listened to about an hour of the proceedings and then left quietly 
with a Methodist official, stopping to shake hands on the way 0 

A small group of young persons, adults and reporters followed him and lie 

talked to them before stepping into a waiting car. ^ . lie n „ n . 

Methodist officials said the senator had rejected an offer several months ago to 

speak to the council. 



[Tlie Washington Post. Aug. 20. 1071 1 

mcgovern joins protest: more money asked for school 

LUNCHES 



Son George McGovern’s office says the f.outh Dakota Democrat is asking the 
Department*^ Agriculture to withdraw new school-lunch regulations, contend- 
ing that they could curb expansion of the program. pm.miittee on Xutri- 

Gornlil Cnssidv general counsel for McGoverns Select Committee on .Mini 

Hoi, Jii id the number of children receiving school lunches under the program is 
exjiectcd to increase by almost 2 million this year, “and I know tlie.v can t leach 

'TSJmt'SSilli' presidential hopeful acted after the Hchool-lmH. 
dim- r< of 37 States accused the Agriculture Department of bring . ig sel.ool- 
hmrl programs to “a serm-lilng half’ less than a month before schools open. 

At an Aug 7 meeting of the American School Fowl Service Association in 
MiniieajHdis. the <li victors said the new regulations set spending 
are unequivocally inadequate. The regulations were announced Aug. 13 hut the 
association executives lmd l>een given a preview of them before Aug. . <• 

If tin* regulations are not changed, Cassidy said, ‘ we exiiect to lin\e a hiaun„ 
to explore the purposes behind adopting this policy.” 

The State scliool-lunch directors said the new regulations place ^renter re- 
strictions on lmw they can spend Federal school lunch funds and considering 
the rising costs of food and labor, give them too little to spend. 

••Fiscal discipline is always difficult hut it is absolutely essential 1 . . . if 
to live within our budget,” said Asst. Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyn„ 
when he announced the regulations. , , . . 

The Department of Agriculture, which administers the scliool-luncli program 
said it helped feed 5.1 million hungry children in the 1960-70 school year, and 

‘ tp,! v° si ^reaching this year 0.1 million,” Cassidy said. But, lie said, the 
department had asked for exactly the same amount of money from Congress 
tills year that it had last year. 3 3 
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lattou.s and 30 cents for each free or reduced-price lunch. 



[Tlio Providence (It. I.) Evening Bulletin, Aug. -S, 10711 

lunch cuts hit schools 

By C. Fraser Smith 

Needy children in 100 Khode Island schools will get no help from the tedernl 
government at lunch time this year as the result of a $300,000 cut in U.b. lie 

:?s:^ 

on to the local school authorities in a large measure, according to Mis. Maureen 

°'So'S?nnXsw"p~Ut 8 at this time are so bleak that she has 

Intends,” she said She says the 
Agriculture Department officials in New York insist that there will he enough 
money torun the program at last year's leve They also admit, she says, that 

the regulations need further clarification from Washington. measure 

rm,o nationwide reduction reportedly comes as an anti-inflationary measure 
^rtetd by “rfederll Bnreau of the Budget, freezing 100 million dollars In one 

°* Soureeff hTWo s'hl ngton report that a ^T^eslSed" to'kKn mon^out™ 
Department ordering the freeze, which is designed to keep money 

Cl Thffnew regulations which the Agriculture Department claims will bring more 
eqidS ?rihe^ the subsidy for free and reduced-price lunches 

fr H^ 0 vea? 5 eve"y lunch served in a state school could be subsidized by as much 
ns 12 cents.’ EverV free and reduced price lunch could draw an additional 48 
nr n fotni nf GO for each free or reduced price meal. 

This year the regulations limit the general subsidy to five cents and the free 
or reduced subsidy to 30 cents. States and local schools must make up the - 

Ce »IUs purTblit-tightening at the expense of the kids,” according to a staff mem- 
ber^/ the Sc-'^ ^e?t Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs He said it 
is the committee’s tliinKing that the Nixon administration is deliberately inhibit- 

‘To SSS tfflK eligibility for reduced price lunches. 

This could mean that children, who were eligible formerly on i the basis of i . i 
parents’ Income, would now have to pay full pr ce for their lunches. 

\c further evidence of whut he called anti*intlationary moa.s\ .... 

resou rces^field , V one 1 of Senator Claiborne Pell’s aides i reported l 
dollar kidney dialysis machine, slated for Rhode Island under 

Ca **Re cans’e'we "the 6 federal government) are not spending the money, Rhode 
Wan^lSTno Valylis at all,” he said, adding that Inflation busting goes on at 

^ifalf hms^^wlth^th^Pr^dent’s recent declaration that be will cutback 
federal atwnffingbyfive button dollars, the Pell aide aalffi He said the senator 
is attempting to get a reversal of the decision on the kidney machine. 

Quietly but rapidly opposition to school lunch cuts has been bullmnff. hut 
Agriculture Department spokesmen have made it clear to local officials ha he 
new regulations through which some of the cutbacks are being made will stand. 
nG Accord ing to Mrs. O’Connell, authorities in New York have/'assured” her that 
there will be enough money to opej&te"$h«?f>rogram at last year s level. 
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However, to absorb the $300,000 cut, the state will not be able to assist local 
schools with equipment purchases. And, the local schools will have to assume a 
new burden of uncertainty if they elect to go forward under the new regulatious, 

Mrs. O’Connell said. , , , . - ,. 

The new rules say that a state must serve a “base level of meals before it i- 
eligible to use a category of funding formerly available before a single lunch had 
boon served. 

Moreover, according to Jay Lipner, an attorney here specializing in lunch pro- 
grams, the restricted money may not be used to offset losses incurred during the 
period when it is frozen. Also, since there is a price freeze, the cost of lunches 
to paying students cannot be hiked. .. , . 

There are three basic categories of federal assistance in the lunch program : 
special, general and what is known as Section 32 funds. It is the Section 32 funds 
which gave lunch programs flexibility and tbe ability to expand, according to 

Mrs. O’Connell. „ „ 

Rhode Island currently has a lunch program in 267 of it*; r;j.3 schools. Mrs. 
O’Connell had said earlier that the state, through Section 32, would be able to 
expand this program to 100 additional schools. Now there will bo no expansion, 
she said. 

She agreed that some local school boards might find it difficult to operate with 
the amount of federal reimbursement both uncertain and delayed. But she said 
she doubts that any of them would decline to operate their programs as a result. 

“We have been assured by the Department of Agriculture that there should not 
be any drastic curtailment. We should be able to continue the current level of 
participation. We were also told we could expect additional funding for break- 
fast and childcare,’’ she said. 

In previous years, she said, the department has issued “a tentative over-the- 
telephone” estimate of the appropriation. The tardiness of even the most tenta- 
tive of estimates this year is seen by Mr. Lipner, who is associated with Rhode 
Island Legal Services under a special Office of Economic Opportunity nutrition 
grant, as a calculated maneuver. When the appropriation is announced, the ab- 
sence of the Section 32 funds will be alarming, he says. 

lie also points out, as does the staff of Sen. Claiborne Pell’s office, that Congress 
is in recess and cannot readily focus its opposition on the department. 

But the Senator’s staff says it has been informed that hearings will be con- 
vened by the Senate's Select Committee on Nutrition and -Human Needs. The 
Committee is chaired by Senator George McGovern of South Dakota, a Demo- 
cratic Presidential candidate. 

Senator Pell has sent a letter to Clifford M. Hardin, the secretary of agricul- 
ture, expressing dismay at the new regulations. 

“I believe the timing of the proposed regulations — two weeks before school 
opens — is particularly unfortunate and disruptive, he said. 

He urged Secretary Hardin to withdraw the new regulations and issue new 
ones consistent with the goal of Congress and the goals stated by the President 
of not allowing any school child to go hungry.” 

A statement was released also today by Rhode Island Fair Welfare. Entitled, 
A Hungry Child Cannot Lenrn, the statement said, “It is an injustice and a 
crime that a nation as rich as ours cannot And the money to feed hungry 
children.” 

Mrs. Kay Peterson, chairman of a welfare school lunch program, said, Our 
kids can go hungry but somehow they always And the money to make moon 
trips 11 

Mr. Lipner has written to Herbert D. Rorex. director of the federal child nutri- 
tion division of the agriculture department iu Washington. 

He says in the letter : “At best the regulations will result in considerable con- 
fusion and grossly Inadequate reimbursement rates. The proposed allocation of 
Section 32 funds (threatens) a financial crisis of sufficient magnitude to many 
presently participating schools off the program.” .... . 

Governor Licht also sent a telegram to Mr. Rorex. He said the proposed new 
regulations, unless revised, would deliver “a serious setback to progress achieved 
last year. He urged that they be revised. 
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[The Providence (R.I.) Journal. Aug. -*• 10711 
SKIMPING ON SCHOOL LUNCHES 

The school lunch directors of 37 states have accused the federal Department of 
Agriculture of fixing spending ceilings that are “imequivocu lly *! ia ^ 
will hrimr the programs to a “screeching halt less than a month neon t < ia-.se. 
resume across the country. The charge is serious and demands switt mvestiga- 

Secretary of Agriculture, Richard L.vng, disclosed new regula- 
tions earlier tins month in a speech in Minneapolis. The dimeters 
afterward and warned that their dire forecast would come, tiue it the icgul.i 
thms'were not modified by the deadline of Sept. 1. There is little time m winch to 

»>• insisting that there must be •'discipline- 

if all departments are to live within their budget, and he is /t 

But if any school lunch program is to be meaningful in its benefit to tluldieii, it 
must be a y demmtely financed to start with. President Nixon himself has said one 
of his goals is ending hunger among school children. 

Congress should look into the charge, and so should Mr. Nixon and - • • 

If the monev available is inadequate, funds ought to be increased : if fbe spend- 
ing ceilings are too low, they ought to be raised. But if funds are inadequate and 
are not to be increased, it will be more honest to abolish the program li. 
keep an inadequacy alive in the guise of defeating hunger. 



[The Washington Tost. Aug. 2R. 11)711 



HUNGER IN TIIE CLASSROOM 

"Fiscal discipline is always difficult hut it is absolutely essential . . . if 
we’re to live within our budget.” Thus spoke Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Richard Lvng the other day in announcing some new belt-tightening regulations 
for administration of the school lunch program. He is entirely right about this, 
of course, and the directors of any chamber of commerce would have little diffi- 
culty in grasping the validity of his observation if they heard it m the course 
of ii luncheon speech as they were finishing their dessert and sipping their 
coffee. Discipline is a term more easily understood on a full stomach than on 

The fiscaTdlscipline Mr. Lyng has in mind will be felt most intimately by a 
large number of school children whose families cannot afford to buy lunches 
for them and who will, in consequence, be called upon hi aceepttlie discipline 
on empty stomachs. It is to take the xorm of a reduced contrioution to . the 
school lunch program by the federal government, if proposed new regulations 
of the Agriculture Department go into effect. The fonnula by which fodciul 
funds are allocated to this program is a complicated one. But the mill of the 
matter appears to be that the department aims to contribute to the tending 
of an expected 9.1 million poor and hungry children in the school year ahead 
with the same amount of money it supplied for the feeding ot <.3 million last 
year. The department did not ask for additional funds to • finance the expected 
expansion; and, although Congress authorized the expenditure of $100 million 
out of a special fund available to the department. Secretary Hardin has declined 

t0 Tlie h state directors of the school lunch program responded to these proposed 
regulations with a unanimous outburst of indignation. “The average rate or 
30 cents per meal for free and reduced lunches sec forth in proposed regula- 
tions.” they declared in a formal statement, “is unequivocally inadequate, and 
furthermore we feel that such a limitation would jeopardize thy existing pro- 
gram and preclude anv expansion to reach the additional estimated three to n\e 
million hungry children in America. The regulatory restrictions and funding 
projections as proposed are bringing the school lunch programs to a screeching 
halt, and will result in a terniinaviQn of programs in many places. Tne state 
plans of operation as prepared for 1971-72 become null and void bv each state 
as the plans were developed in good rnith to meet the flmllenge^nf the President 
and Congress to feed the hungry children in America’s schools.” 
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This impassioned statement comes from men and women in the JUJtl 
have to administer the school iuneli program. Iheir mdignanon is becnumg. 
Senator George McGovern, chairman of the Senate Select Committee on ^wtri- 
tion an«l Hainan Needs, reacted similarly, charging in a letter to 
Hardin that tin? proposed regulations "blatantly violate both the spun and 11 c. 
letter of the school lunch law passed by Congress last year.’ It is a curious 
older of priorities indeed that puts resuscitation of an aircraft nmmiinetnrer 
ahead of human hunger. It is a strange sorr of hseal discipline that put. -ts 
burden upon eliildren. 



O 
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ITliff I’rovhleiice Sunday Journal, Aug. -11. 1971] 

NO SCHOOL LUNCH EXPANSION 

Needv children in 100 Rhode Island schools will receive, no financial help from 
the federal government at lmichtime because of a $300, 000 cut ill L .S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture school Iuneli subsidies to the state. . _ - lf _ 

The budget cut to $000,000 means that Rhode Island cannot eM^nd i s pi« - 
jxnun to cover the 100 additional schools as planned, Mrs. Marne i • * 

director of the state’s school lunch program, said yesterday. She said the cut al. 
means that some schools will not choose' to participate in the^progiam. 

This, she said, is because the cutback will he passed along to local nuthonties 

mid some may decide not to absorb it. . ,, .,.,-Hnilr 

Under the lunch program, the cost of meals for needy children is paid p.uri,t j 
with federal funds. Last vear. 201 schools participated. . , . 

Last year, every school lunch served in the state could be subsidized >y •- 
much as 00 cents. The new regulations will reduce the. total subsidy for free 

!, The^ reduction °of * 100 million dollars in lunch aid funds repovtedir 

was ordered by the federal Bureau of .ne Budget as an anti-inflationary 

,IH Rhod(* Island Fair Welfare released a statement yesterday that said, Tt ^ 
» U lujIwHw an'l a tHw that a nation as riot, ns oars .-an, lot find the money to 
feed imngrv children/' 

fTlio New York Times, Aug. 30. 19711 

FEDERAL SCHOOL LUNCH PLAN FAILS TO HELP 1.0 MILLION 

POOR PUPILS 

Todav, nine months after President Nixon's target date ot Thanksgiving, 1070; 
f or extending the school lunch program to reach all needy children. 1.0 million- 

child’- n of the poor get none of its benefits. 

n the Department of Agriculture — delegated the responsibility for carrying 
out ,1 h> President’s mandate — maintains that Mr. Nixon’s original goal has 

Kdwur<i .T Ilekimin. administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service Division- 
of (he department, said ill nil interview that Mr. Nixon's goal was based oil a 
iigm-e of fl.C million needy children — a figure used frequently liy Dr. Jean Ma>er, 

’ ' * 1 T r Tick m a n .said that hbT department had extended the lunch program to that 
uuuiherofnwd.v children by January. 1071-or.ly two months behind schedule. 
He said that the number now reached was 7.4 million. 

A Nkw Time Table 

lie said that statistics gathered later indicated that instead of 6.0 million, the- 
estimate on wliich the president’s goal was based, there were 9.3 million need. 

* ''"IMvould have been physically impossible to reach this new figure oy Thanhs- 

^Vlr* Hekiiinn said that the Department of Agriculture and the National Ad- 
visory Council created by the 1970 amendment of the School Lunch Act had 

a ..my target of ahoat three years hence." he . »M. 
‘ The problem is bringing the approximately 20,000 schools not now a part of th 
program into the picture.” • i ^ 
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This impassioned statement comes from men and women in tlie held \\ho 
have to administer the school lunch program. Their indignation is becoming. 
Senator George McGovern, chairman of the Senate Select Committee o i ^utri- 
tion and Human Needs, reacted similarly, charging m a letter to Si metn \ 
Hardin that tin; proposed regulations "blatantly violate both Hie spun and tin. 
letter of the school lunch law passed by Congress last year.’ It is a curious 
u ulev of priorities’ Indeed that puts resuscitation of an aircraft iimnulnetnrer 
ahead of human hunger. It is a strange sorr of fiscal discipline that puts its 
burden upon children. 



| The Providence Sunday Jen null, Aug. -If. 1971] 

NO SCHOOL LUNCH EXPANSION 

Needv children in 100 Rhode Island schools will receive, no financial help from 
the federal government at lunchtime because of a $300,000 cut in U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture school lunch subsidies to the State. 

The budget cut to $000,000 means that Rhode Island cannot expand i PM * 
gram to cover the 100 additional schools us planned, Mrs. Maureen Of mil , 
director of the state’s school lunch program, said yesterday. She said the nit als 
means that some schools will not choose to participate in the^ program 

This, slie said, is because the cutback will he passed along to local authonties 

and some may decide not to absorb it. , .,.,-hmIIv 

Under the lunch program, the cost of meals for needy children Is paid paitmitj 

with federal funds. Last vear, 201 schools imrticlpated. 

Last year, every school lunch served in the state could lie subsidized by as 
much as 60 cents. The new regulations will reduce the total subsidy for fieo J 

million dollars in lunch aid M 

was ordered l»y tin* federal Bureau of ;nc Budget as an anti-mnati a y 

11 Rhode Island Fair Welfare released a statement yesterday that said. “It is 
an injustice and a crime that a nation as rich as ours cannot find the money 
feed iuuigrv children.” 



fTlic New York Times, Aug. M0. 19711 

FEDERAL SCHOOL LUNCH PLAN FAILS TO HELP 1.0 MILLION 

POOR PUPILS 

Todnv. nine months after President Nixon's target date ot Thanksgiving. 1970, 
for extending tin* school lunch program to reach all needy children. 1.9 million- 
child*" n of the poor get none of its benefits. 

IV the Department of Agrhultnr^leli'gahal^the ^wnwbillto £»*>»£ 
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Mr. llekumn CKtininte that those schools — largely inner city or L’ural poverty 
areas — bad one million eligible children. 

A Moot Qukhtion 

These, coupled with the 400,000 eligible but unreached children in schools tbnt 
already participate in the program, womd necessitate expenditure of about 
$570.4-nillllon a year. 

This is based on Congress’ estimate of $100-mllllon for equipment alone and 
on Mr. Hekinnn’s estimate of a Federal share of 42 cents a luuch for each of the 
1.4 million additional children. 

But. In view of hold-the-llne posture of Mr. Nixon’s budget men, it is a moot 
question whether this goal can be reached. 

The amount spent last year for free or reduced-price lunches totaled $350.4- 
luilllon. The amount budgeted this year exceeds that umouut by about $33-milllon, 
according to Mr. Hekrnan. 

Special provisions were made by Congress to provide $38-mllllou in the fiscal 
year 1071 and *33-m'lllon in the fiscal year 1072 to put facilities in nonprogram 
soli ools. 

The Administration cut this amount back to $16.1-million the first year and 
plans to use only $16-inUlion this year. 

•‘It may not bo enough, but it will go a long way,” Mr. Ilektnan said. 

The sizable Increase in the number of needy children — from 3.8 million in 
1060 to 0.3 million today — is related to state-initiated changes in eligibility guide- 
lines, Mr. Hekrnan said. , ... 

The figure of 6.6 million children results from states using a $3,040 poverty 
level as a guideline, lie said. Now, at least 22 states have raised their poverty- 
level standard tc. around $4,350. 

Opponents of the department’s methods of Implementation and budgeting have 
accused the Administration in recent weeks of using calculated methods to halt 
the growth of the program. _ _ . 

The more notable critics include Senator George McGovern, Democrat of Scut a 
Dakota, and a group of 35 directors of state child nutrition programs. 

Guidri.i.vkh <TuTIOIJ5KI> 

Kuril charged tbnt while pot. cutting hack in program funds, the Administra- 
tion had designed Federal reimbursement guidelines that held the stole liable for 
a matching portion above that of liut year’s, in effect limiting expansion in states 

faced with financial problems. . , . 

Members of Senator McGovern’s staff charged that funds in one special section 
had been released to states only after they had exhausted the two principal sec- 
tions that provided funds under the lunch program act. 

Senator McGovern plans a Congressional hearing on the program aeiit. 7. i ie 
said that he would ask the Secretary of Agriculture, the director of the Office of 
Management and Budget and Mr. Hekrnan to testify. 
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(The AhkocIaU*! Press. Wire IW«a«, Aug. 31, 107 1J 
P.y Austin Scott 

Wasiiinotojv — H igh Agriculture Department officials said Tuesday they will 
oofrtpone IfiHuInK controversial now school lunch rcRUlntionn until after a Sept. 7 
Senate hunger committee hearing on the matter. 

They said the new regulations were Intended to shift available funds from 
relatively well off school districts to poorer ones, and that strong protests from 
33 state school lunch directors, among others, indicated some misunderstanding 

of their Intentions. _ ‘ . . .. 

Three days after being Informed of the proposed new regulations Aug. 4, the 
directors signed a protest statement accusing the department of bringing school 
lunch program* to “a screeching halt-” • 

They said the new rules, publicly Announced less than a month before 
begnn to open, gave them loss money to spend on school lunches, and less freedom 

on how they spent It. ..... . _ ... . 

In response to some 6f their Sen. George Mc^ overu, D*8.D. f ftikeo 

Agriculture Secretary Clifford Ha*f^tfl*^thdrnw the *ew rules. McGovern 
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said he saw no reason for them other than to ‘‘curb the expansion of the pro* 
gram," or to “conserve funds . . ." 

Edward J. llekmau, administrator of USJDA’h Food and Nutrition Service, said 
in an Interview Tuesday more uliiuent school districts might wind up with less 
to spend, 

lint the program as a whole will have more money available than last year, he 
said — $33 million more In the $35(3.4 million free and reduced-price lunch pro 
gram alone. That program serves needy children, primarily, 

Ilekman said that for the first time, states will be guaranteed 5 cents for 
every regular lunch they serve, and an additional 30 cents for every free or 
reduced price lunch, no matter how many. 

“We are open ended.*' he said. *‘We are telling these states bring in as many 

< children) as you can. We will guarantee you don't fall below those figures." 

tState and local governments must find ways to pay the rest of the cost. The 
5 cent and 30 cent figures were labeled "Inadequate" by the 33 school lunch 
directors. 

Ilekman snid he thought the loudest complaints were coming from states 
reimbursed nt higher rates last year. 

Some states got less, he said. He specifically mentioned California, Illinois, 

< >hio and Michigan. On the average, he said, the Agriculture Department last 
year gave the states O cents for every regular lunch, and a fraction over 20 cents 
for each free or reduced price lunch. 

Herbert Rorex, director of the Division of Child Nutrition, said that under 
the proposed new rules, "you would expect the states to use judgement to reduce 
the rates of assistance in the more aflluent school districts and to increase it to 
the poorer districts." 

Roth men said the need to shift money around came up in the first place 
because when Congress wrote the school lunch law, it decided that low income 
states should get more nionej r fc.r each lunch thau high Income ^states. 

That weighted app'* r4 ?/ ' inent 



USD V is "trying P 
tlie states that b 
One of the 
regulations did 
In May, 197t 



formula is still in the law, Rorex said. Rut 
iHisal to see that the funds are apportioned to 
uuher of lunches served." 

he school lunch directors was that the ne\v 
..-^ent of Congress. 

lxon signed a new school lunch law v h, Hekman 



said, put "heavy oinpiiaM.s on free lunches." In n statement nt the time, the 
president said the new law "win assure that every child from a family whoso 
income falls below the poverty line will get a free or reduced price luncli." The 
school luncli directors estimated there are still "3-5 million hungry children In 
America.” 

••The law says you shall serve them," Ilekman said, "and the law provided 
addltioua> funds ... It seems o us inconsistent that these should be distributed 
on an apj/ortioned basis to meet conditions that have changed." 

-FrnrKly, it’s a question of money," he added. "Is 30 cents enough? Well, let 
the American iwople decide that through their elected representatives." 



[The Wawhington Po«t, Aug. 31, 1071] 

(Kxccrpt from Jack Amlernon’K "W'nHhlngton Merry-Oo-Ilourul" ) 

LUNCH SQUABBLE 

Son. George McGovern (D-8.D.) has summoned Nixon administration officials 
to an emergency meeting of his Select Nutrition Committee to explain why they 
have gutted the school lunch program for poor children. 

While Congress was out of session, the Agriculture Department and the 
Budget Office chopped the lunch funds from GO to 35 cents per child. McGovern 
received impassioned pleas from the states, including a letter from the Georgia 
school lunch administrator who wrote.: “Wo need your help desperately.’* 

McGovern will ask at the Sept. 7 hearings why the administration announced 
the 'jock ot u time when Congress was In recess and couldn’t react, then 

gu fenders of the school lunch program only 15 days to fight the cutback 

bcfoie It goes into effect. 
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| 'l'ln* Washington Post. S<‘|)I. 15)71 I 

I '.S OI TT1NG SCHOOR lA'NClI FUNDS 
Ilv .lurk Anderson 

At Christinas Him*, 3000 President Nixon made a sugar-plum promise to tilt; 
nation's nine million needy children to end their Hunger. Now hi* 
are squeezing $300 million out of the states' school lunch program, which would 
have tin- . fleet of taking food from tlie mouths of those same children. 

Uv depriving hungry children of school lunch money, the Nixon administration 
would save enough ready cash, say, to bail out the corporate executites who 

have boon mismanaging Lockheed. , 4 . , . 

The school lunch budget is a complex $1.1 billion document, which pro* ides 
lunch subsidies that vary according to the needs of the children, lhe most needy 
children were supposed to get d() cents per meal until the White House S. iooges 
went to work on the budget. They triumphantly saved $300 million by siushing 
the subsidy to a stark 33 c ents under a complicated new formula. 

Theoretically, the states arc* supposed to make up lhe difference. Hut most 
states, lacking the funds, will merely reduce* the feeding of hungry children. 

Tills scheme to water the soup of t!;** poor was worked out by midget and 
agriculture officials in a series of private meetings and telephone talks. The 
chief Scrooge at the? backroom meeting was President Nixons assistant budge t 
director. Richard Nathan. Tlte Agriculture Department was represented . by 
Assistant Secretary Richard Ryng and nutrition administrator Edward Ilekinun. 

Double Pressure 

They were under pressure to cut the budget not only from the President but 
f re m flu* equally formidable Hep. Jamie Whitten (D-Mlss.). As chairman of the; 
House Agriculture Appropriations subcommittee, lie* is accustomed to dictating 
how agriculture funds will he spent. And school luiiclivS come out of the agrl- 

U p» rt of 'the money set aside l»y Congress for the lunch program Is supposed 
to l nkeit from a customs revenue fund, which Whitten hasalwTiys gum dec! 
jealously. lie* wants to keep this fund available to hail out rich farmers who 

1,1 Stim*' olhcYaYs meanw hile, have* raised an almighty howl over lhe report Unit 
tlieir needy children wilt he* short -elm aged 23 rents per meal. Agriculture* De- 
partment spokesmen, talking to us. sought to minimize this outcry. Rut we him* 
•obtained some of the complaints from their private tiles. Here are typical 

excerpts. ^ S( . ho(( , superintendent John Freeman : "We cannot continue our 
tree lunch program as it is presently operated if the (Agriculture Depart 
lu cut I puts its proposed regulations into effect.’ 

Mrs Carl A Peterson. Nebraska’s Urban league welfare tusk force 
chairman : “It would be a grave error for the (Agriculture Department » to 
deny to hungry children what in thousands of families is tl.e only meal such 

Sc*ii '*< teorg^MeGowrif *( D-8.D. ) . the Senate nutrition committee chairman, i 
also mml as a hornet over the school lunch slash. In a private letter to Agricul- 
ture Secretary Cliff Hardin, the senator has condemned the reduction «*» 
“regressive." lie has also summoned budget and agriculture officials to an 

'^ThlH "h as' unnerved Ifgricul ture officials who now tell us their minds are still 
open. The budget cut “Is not locked up by any means,” administrator Hekman 

assured us. Washington Whirl 

Contaminated Ducks— Duck hunters who eat their quarry may get an overdose 
of inercurv. The first alarm went out last ear after serious mercury contamina- 
tion was found In the bodies of nine wllcfcdffiks shot on the shores of Lake St. 
Clair the smallest of the Great Rakes. Thereafter the carcasses of 807 wild ducks 
were examined In the laboratory. The unannounced results: 10 per cent had mer- 
cury levels considered unsafe for human consumption. All 12 ducks bagged near 
Mobile Boy in Alabama, for instance, had twice more mercury residue than Is 
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,' ••• ” « ,; »« a "moreit" In nsscutbline t.ls d>.to. S< teele. .J^X'T iuJJubY. 

! ' , v „.„ 1|lt W31s . furious Ills nhiints swiftly reached the >* ^lte House. «\uinm^ii 
l mnfehl oriKiiiallv tokl us lie would stick to his charges, lie filially xvas eom- 
II i » <• it ..iviii" rri.e White House untiled out tlie letters of apologj to pint, tt 
£ I) on f eld to be assistant director of the President’s 

Special Action Ollice for Drug Abuse Prevention. 



lTlie New York Times, Sti>t. O. 1071 I 
FEEDING IH'MiHY CI 2 II.DUEX 

No 7lolinie*of official statements about progress made and targets met can disguise 

?i 3 sS 

ulcXcMcm 1 "^ 

wimt < -i uses the present gap, the department explains, is that cue «eum 
l inn V.r" X!y ldmtaT.1 and tlU number of .icily children now turns out to 

so! • 1 . 1 '” VttlliS™ tto'St'uwie tinfoil oltllilron nn.v loss liuiiery. It Is nlipallluK 1 to 
,i,.“ v" rrii i-lt ure l»epartinent spokesmen estimating that it 111113 take three 
.f.\.;VtVV' rest o' ^th^poveitv-level children can be included in the program. By 

cqulp * 

'“Si^bSSS S°So,m?“s e Con.n,lttoo ou Nutrition and Human Neds, 
dawrurt* for thil week by Chairman George McGovern, should edm at putting 
"uV'T,!, the tattlTrf swttales. There la a simple yardstick: The preeram la 
inadequate if one child goes hungry. 
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News Subsequent to Hearing 



[The New York Times. Sept. 8. 1071] 

McGOVERN SCORES PUPIL LUNCH PL. N 

Says Farm Agency Bowed to Pressure for Cuts 

Washington, Sept. 7 — Senator George McGovern, chairman of the Senate Se- 
lect C^mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs, accused the Department of 
Agriculture today to bowing to pressure from the Offic 

Budeet to cut over-all costs of the school ltrae.- program. The South Dakota 
Democrat agreed with school officials who have charged before the nutrition 
committee that newly revised rules for funcLnas? de program will bar the in- 
clusion of 1.9 million needy children. - 

Specifically at issue at the hearing was a new anocation formula, revised 
Aug. 18, that school officials across the count * contended would cut federal 

reimbursement to schools from 60 cents to 35. j 

The school officials and a group of sympathetic Senators and Represent 
contend thnt the reimbursement rate of 35 cents will force school systems either 
to provide the remaining cost of lunches out if tlieir own funds or to curtail 
their programs. The average cost for each It. ch is 60 cents, according to t.h« 
Agriculture Department. 



SUBSTANTIAL CUTS CHARGED 

Lawrence Bartlett, chairman of the American School Food Service Association, 
testified today that the new regulations substantially cut the funds many school 

districts were expecting. _ , ^ _ ... 0 

He said that cuts of $9-million were expected for California, $3.2-million for 
Massachusetts, $1.4 million for Detroit, $1.2 million for New Mexico, $375,000 for 
Indianapolis and $760,000 for St. Louis. 

Josephine Martin, State Director of School Food Service^ n Georgia, cold the 
committee that even based on the Department of Agriculture s own ‘ inadequate 
reimbursement rate of 35 cents, a minimum of $180-million was needed to> sustain 
the lunch program at last year’s level in view of Its growth rate of 10 per cent. 

The school lunch program budget for the fiscal year 1972 Is $78.8-million above 
last year’s, according to the Department of Agriculture. 

The amount spent last year for free or reduced-priced lunches totaled $356.4- 
million. The amount budgeted this year exceeds that amount by about $33-miilion, 
according to the Department of Agriculture. 

Crltcs also attacked the department for having released the proposed regula- 
tions less than a month before schools opened and while Congress was in recess. 

Richard E. Lyng, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, said that school officials 
misunderstood the regulations. He said that they represented a “dramatic break- 
through that will enable school systems to bring in as many needy children as 
they want with the assurance that they are guaranteed a minimum of 85 cents 
per meal per child.” 

PRESSURE SUGGESTED 



“Is it true that you wete under pressure from the Budget Director to cut the 
over-all costs of your program?” Mr. McGovern asked Mr. Lyng. 

“We haven’t cut the cost of the prograim”JLMr. Lyng replied. “Our restraint is 
the amount of money appropriated by Congress.” " 

“But what we are really talking about is a situation where the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget told you to cut to a certain figure, isn’t that correct?” Mr. 
McGovern persisted. 
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“In that the O.M.B. approves our budget before it is submitted to Congress, 
y 1ii l MXran a sumtat y tSo reduction from 60 cents to 35 cents for each luneli 

“Eswi — - S 

feed all hungry school children. _ 



[The Washington Evening Star, Sept. 8. 1071] 

FEDERAL CHANGES WONT HURT AREA SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 

J3y lionuid Sarro 

District school offieiuls say that the city stands to make out better under pro- 
posed new Agriculture Department regulations on lunch subsidies than it has 

U 1 M^ry la nd Alicia 1 s anticipate that the state will fare about the same 

as^it did^ast.and^irglnia officials say they already have adjusted to the proposed 

TlSteiSSS directors told the Senate Select 

Commutec “ VStritlon yesterday that the propoaal.woudeost many states 
millions, forcing them to make up the difference or cut programs. 

$450,000 Moke 

Members of the nutrition committee urged the Agriculture Department to kill 
the new regulations, 'me department, which announced them last month, had 
mist* turned the effective date pending yesterday’s heni’ing. 

**uS£ i« dffleh, is. however, said that If they trervel 

as they did last year, the city would get about *450,000 more than it did undei 

25 cents for every free lunch for needy students it pro- 
vided last year and 1 cents under a general provision of the national scll °ol 
lunch act It received a total of $2.3 million toward 10 million lunches served, 

inclndimr 7 5 million free lunches to the needy. 

The now i regulations, however, would place a lloor on the amounts Paid for 
lunohoH Stated and the District would got a guaranteed 30 cents for the needy 
S- uud 5 cents tor scncrnl aid. If the city serves the same number of lunches 
, 1C would eet $2.75 million, officials said. 

Nefther Marjuind nor Virginia officials had a breakdown on the figures In 

Bartlett chairman of the State Directors Section of the American 
School Food Service Association, told the Senate committee that the proposed 
regulations would leave many states, which had obtained 60 cents towards the 
lunches under looser administration rules last spring, holding the bag. 
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Anticipated Jesses 

Amonc anticipated losses, Bartlett said, include California, $2 million ; 
Colorado, $550,000; Hawaii, $457,000; 

Massachusetts, $3.2 million ’ Missouri, $4 “‘ l 0 v ’ N £oS • uSrSijS OOO 
Hampshire, $215,500; Ohio, $5.t> million; South Dakota, $848,000, Ltah, $ 4 U»,uuu, 

an Se^ e Geirgf 1 ^ McGovern^SKs H., committee chairman, charged that the Pre- 
nosed reStlous slnw that the Nixon administration “has higher priorities 
thanfe^fine hungry children" and would rather spend money on war. 

4 Men SGrtYt Is obvious that administration budget managers had “put the 
an , Sy e n r n n Se A^c^ltare I^artment to cut back expansion of the program 
nnd lldrt^d p^oviSTof tte National School Lunch Act aimed at feeding every 
hungry^ilc? in America. He said this would curb extension of the program to 

cover an oSSTS^Ky. and PhiUp A. Hart, D-Mich., McGovern 

sahfthe national ^olrai^^r^ toe federal government to spend the money 
necLsary to fS all Seated 9 million hungry chUdren in America and return 
to Congress for any supplemental appropriatt^^l^ed to finance It. 
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Asst. Agriculture Secretary * l '£Xm L & 

■IlccHt' 'J^Vfo e r™uXtea y woSd eliminate a situation which "allowed some states 
af lin'd in gfeast’ while others suffered from a 'funding famine.' 



[Tlie Washington livening Star. Sept. 8, 1971] 

SCHOOL, LUNCH CRUNCH 

Agreed, that the times call L for ^elective 

last service that should be affected y .... of children cet a square meal, and 
hetnuse school is the only p ace there. 

liccnu.se many others— possibly two million— can it eve b month- 

lint the Agriculture Department just after c °ne* es s i went nom ^ toQk eftec . t 
long vacation, hatched some questionable new lunch regu school-lunch 

when school reopened for the is with- 

directors of 33 states, can bring ^ ® snendiug limitations certainly can com- 
;:,!,::iX r iSaSSf°tSat B S^a e d; «“■“**'”« It when 1 , 

wfi.d.Fe dep“a‘?«ment plans, in esse, >» to hold hack halt tffje ."onsUm, 

help llnance free and reduced-price 1 a P°?£ * * ^ 1 ?" need ^ money. 

l ° f ' deral ” ia ’ but " mv 

i hey *11 nave some difficulty getting more ^than 30 aW on re guiur (non- 

Ami scho« ,ls nl 'Yi 1 inches he Tha t' was shown to be insufficient last year, and it will 
poverty) school lunches. That «nimol term vitli inflated costs and more 

rcmiireincnts. and that iood services may have to be curtailed. 

The Agriculture i Mm rt meat ' M S‘ Intent o:> landing dot... 

some impressions are oh es and its maneuvers and policies threaten to 

f " r v 'r h?*i It'S?,* public schools mostly in 
ik/^ areas! that have no lunch programs at all. It wants to spend less than 

of children should not be subjected to the strictest of fiscal disciplines. 



[The Washington Post, Sept. 8. 1971] 

U.S. DENIES CUTTING SCHOOL LUNCH FUNDS 

The Nixon administration yesterday denied repeated „ C ^5® 8 n children 

spending for school Umch programs so severely that up 2 million needy 

^S^SSSSSSSSSSOfs 

day. 
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•Wt! believe that signilicant additional progress is possible,” Lyng said. “In 
fact' C . . Ivt' ^elieve^that our proposal presents a dramatic breakthrough in 

‘’‘’cbuinnan ' George S. McGovern (D-S.D.) said lie called the hearing in re- 
sponse to "an outcry” raised by local and state school 

over changes in school lunch funding proposed by the Agncultuie uepaitmtm 

""criths^charged that the revisions amounted to cutting federal reimbursement 
fronV ou ccniL to 35 cents per meal. They said this would force schools either 
make up the difference or cut back their lunch proguuus. 

i v m however said critics have -misunderstood” the rules changes. lie said 
t h^!?bciS hgure St. door, not a ceiling, and that “neediest schools ’ 
would still be eligible for full GO-cent reimbursement. 

-Our proposals are not designed to saie funds, Lyug said. ‘ , ., 

duced the maximum rutes of assistance that were authorized foi last je.u. 

Unconvinced, McGovern charged that the new rules amounted to total de- 
ilauce" of Congress, which last year ordered school lunch programs expanded 

tU lTi C tbc n lb7(A71 d school year, the programs provided free or reduced-cost 
lunches to about 7.3 million of the nation’s estimated 9 million hungry school- 
children. 



[The Berkeley (Calif.) l'ost, Sept. 9, 1971] 

NEW REGULATIONS MENACE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM S3 

School lunch directors of 33 states have told the United States Department of 
Agriculture that its new regulatory restrictions and funding projections aie 
Ule seh“ lunch programs to a screeching halt" .tad may result In a 

enl govemieM S pay lor each regular school lunch under tin sow rep. 

^•g*? ssssL 9 f .^sr m : , ' , r <** 0 * 

preclude any expansion u> reach the additional three to live million hungry clnl- 

a, 'i'l 1 (*v iV«ik-d k -ipou the •resident, Congress and the Department of Agriculture to 
determine prh dties am. “if feeding hungry children has a high priority, we ask 
tlint fvndtf be ] -ovided ti do the Job in a responsible inannet. , m 

Oth wise, uiev warned, “absenteeism, dropouts and apathetic students will 
nogilt* .10 benefits of the multi-billion dollar investment for public and private 

hL ThV Demrtuient of Agriculture, in presenting the new regulations said it 
helpec *h“.1 5.1 million hungry children in the 1969-70 school year and 7.3 million 

,U Aee.rf ' ng Gerald Cassidy general counsel for Senator George McGovern’s 
SefeeV * ommir ^ on nuiritioK and Human Needs, the department “should be 
reach: this year 9.1 million” instead of asking Congress for exactly the same 

aniomi it money allotted last year. . .. „ at TTn.wrm 

Senator McGovern has written to Secretary of Agriculture Clifford M. Ila dm 
tlia -There ha^been a considerable reduction in the commitment of this Admin- 
istration to nut an end t o Inmger in America itself for all time. 

e.,(;„ v »vn said the new regulations “violate the intent of Congress. . . which 
uti « h d who is a member of a household that has an annual Income not 
ul“!re upplLitetemny sire Income level shall be served meals free or at a 

m S,Ts»a B rer said the regulations evidenced a “eleur disregard tor Past p rou.jse; 
to Amer^a’s children” and asked that they be withdrawn before they beeline 

C ^ lunch directors expressed their resentment at issuance of the regal a - 
fions in \ucu«i therebv rendering null and void 1071-72 plans developed in good 
"Z l« a,S i« ehatoS of “ e President and Congress to feed the hungry 
children m America’s schools/’ 
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McGovern, in his letter, said that the Department of Agriculture s ‘ actions in 
proposing these regulations only three weeks before school was to start and allow- 
ing for a period of comment of only 15 days is such an abuse of its regulatory 
power as to show a complete disregard for the responsibilities and obligations 

of the states regarding this program/’ _ _ 

Assistant Secretai*y of Agriculture Richard Lyng, in announcing the regula- 
tions, had pointed out that “fiscal discipline is always difficult but it is absolutely 
essential ... if we’re to live within our budget/’ 



[From t be U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition anti Human Needs. Sept. 0. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE LETTER 

Dear Coixeagtje : Upon returning from the summer recess, we became aware of 
a serious crisis in the National School Lunch Program. On August 13, 10<1, the 
Department of Agriculture published proposed regulations which reduced the 
reimbursement rate per meal to 35 cents, although the actual cost of meals 

averages above 50 cents per meal. , , „ . 

These regulations have precipitated a fiscal crisis in school districts throughout 
the nation. Three weeks before the opening of school, states and localities have, 
in effect, been told that they must finance the difference between the lower re- 
imbursement rate of the proposed regulations and the reimbursement rate they 
were receiving at the close ox the last school year. 

In testimony before the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs on 
September 7, 1971, the effect of this change was made clear by Josephine Martin 
the State Director of the Georgia School Lunch Program, who said that in her 
state the 35 cent reimbursement rate would; be a reduction of 7 cents per meal 
and represented a loss of over $9 million. This is only an example of what will 
be a nationwide condition if these regulations are allowed to become final. 

The options available to the states and school districts are not promising. They 
could increase local school taxes or raise the price of school lunches for those 
children who can afford to pay. 

It is difficult to imagine school districts raising additional tax revenue on such 
short notice, even if the taxpayers could be so persuaded in these troubled times. 

If the school districts werr* to raise the price of lunches for the paying chil- 
dren, many of these children would be driven out of ;he program. 

Only a speedy withdrawal of these proposed regulations and the issuance of 
regulations which conform with the mandate of Public Law 91—248, that every 
needy child shall receive a free or reduced price lunch, can prevent the chaos 
that these proposed regulations threaten. 

It is for this reason that we have joined the State Directors Section of the 
American School Pood Service Association, who unanimously decried the pro- 
posed regulations, in calling for their immediate withdrawal* 

We hope that you will join us in expressing this desire to the President in the 
form of the attached letter. 

If you have further inquiries please contact Gerald Cassidy or Jack Quinn at 
57326 or Jud Sommer of the minority staff at 53921. 

Sincerely yours, 

Philip A. Hart, 
Marlow W. Cook. 

[Enclosure.] 

44 SENATORS REQUEST PRESIDENT’S INTERVENTION IN SCHOOL 

LUNCH CRISIS 

September 9, 1971. 

The President, 

The White Souse, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr, President : We are writing you out of a deep concern regarding the 
purpose of proposed school lunch regulations issued by the Department of Agri- 
culture on August 13, 1971. The proposed regulations concern the use of federal 
funds to carry out the mandate of Public Law 91—248 which provides that “any 
child who is a member of a household which has an annual income not above 

L* P 1. 
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tlie applicable family size income level set forth in the income poverty guide- 
lines shall be served meals free or at a reduced cost.” Thus, tlie real test of the 
adequacy of the proposed new regulations is whether or not they will make it 
possible for the states and localities to meet the obligations and requirements 
which Public Law 91-248 imposes upon them. 

After careful study and analysis, it is our judgment that the proposed regula- 
tions will not meet this basic test. Therefore, we find ourselves in agreement 
with the unanimous conclusion of the State Directors Section of the American 
School Food Service Association that the proposed regulations in their present 
form pose a very real threat to the continued progress of the National School 
Lunch Program. 

If these regulations are not altered we believe the following events will occur. 
Many schools will be forced to eliminate Child Nutrition Programs. There will 
be further hardships to the nation’s economy through un-.imployment and re- 
duced consumption of raw resources such as food and equipment. Absenteeism, 
dropouts, and apathetic students will negate ^he benefits of the multi -billion dol- 
lar investment for public and private schools, And finally, and most important, 
there will continue to be hungry children in America’s schools. 

The adverse effect of the proposed regulations is compounded by the fact they 
were announced only three weeks before school was to open, creating chaos in the 
states. The anticipated loss to the states in the 1971-72 school year under the 35 
cent reimbursement rate set by the proposed Regulations, as compared to what 
the states would have received under the rates instituted by the Department of 
Agriculture last March, will run into millions of dollars. For example, the state 
directors have estimated , Missouri will lose $4,000,000 ; California $9,000,000; 
Massachusetts $3,240,000; Ohio $5,565,000 ; Oregon $1,476,175; Tennessee $2,772,- 
000; Georgia $4,100,000; West Virginia $2,601,300; and Florida $6,916,6G8. The 
states cannot make up this loss from state or local funds and will have no alter- 
native but to reduce planned participation to stay within the limitation of avail- 
able funds. Therefore, many needy and eligible children will go without school 
lunches. 

Certainly, this was not the intent of Congress when it passed Public Law 
91-248, nor your intent when signing it into law on May 1 4, 1970. 

In regard to the School Breakfast Program, the proposed regulations have 
not only placed a limitation on ' expansion of this program but have also pre- 
cipitated a situation where sevmul states will be forced to cancel the School 
Breakfast Program this school year. In the past, the Department of Agriculture 
has set a precedent in that many states in 1970-1971 used Section 32 funds fox- 
breakfast expansion. These funds were provided as a bloc grant to be used where 
needed in the individual states for expanding food programs to eligible needy 
childien. However, the proposed legulations have made no provisions for con- 
tinuing the authority to transfer such funds from Section 32 to the School 
Breakfast Program. 

In addition to this matter of transfer of Section 32 funds, there is another 
important question which needs to be answered in regard to the Breakfast Pro- 
gram. According to Public Law 92-32 (Section 2), the Department of Agri- 
culture is authorized to use $25 million for the School Breakfast Program. Only 
$18.5 million, however, has been allocated to the states. A memorandum of Sep- 
tember 1 from the Department stated that the remaining $6.5 million will be al- 
located only to those states, "demonstrating the need for these funds to maintain 
their program at the April level.” The response from several state directors 
has strongly indicated that there is a need for this $6,5 million to be allocated 
immediately. For example, in the State of Kentucky, the Brsakfast Program 
will need to be cancelled at the beginning of October unless more money is al- 
located. In the reality that cancellations will occur, we implore that there be a 
reconsideration by the Department of Agriculture to transfer Section 32 funds to 
the Breakfast Program and to immediately allocate the remaining $6.5 million of 
the authorized $25 million to those states who face a possibility of cancelling 
their Bxeakfast Programs. , 

We, therefore, request that the proposed regulations be withdrawn and be 
replaced with regulations that would provide for a maximum reimbursement rate 
of 48 cents from Section 11 ; a maximum reimbursement rate of 12 cents from 
Section 4 for free t ad reduced price lunches ; and guaranteed reimbursement 
from Section 4 of 5 cents for generally assisted lunches. We also suggest that 
the regulations pertaining to the use of Section 32 funds allow an immediate 
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allotment of these funds for free or reduced priced lunches to all states based 

on need accompanied by transfer authority. In this way we could 

the funds Congress made available to the Secretary under this authority would 

We 1 fur tli e i -G suggest that before any proposed regulations are published that 
they be submitted to the National Advisory Council, created by I ublic Liu\ 01 
2isf and the State Directors Section of the American School* oocl Service Associa- 
tion in order that these regulations could be instituted with the greatest degree 
of corporation so that any further delays in the implementation of the n 
of Public Law 91-248 may be avoided. 

Respectfully, , _ r . 

George McGovern, South Dakota; Philip A. Hart, Michigan ; Marlow 
W. Cook, Kentucky ; Charles McC Mathias, Jr., Maryland , Vance 
Hartke Indiana ; Charles H. Percy, Indiana ; Alan Cranston, Cali- 
fornia ; Edward W. Brooke, Massachusetts ; Abraham Ribicoff, 
Connecticut ; Richard S. Scliweiker, Pennsylvania ; John McClel- 
lan, Arkansas ; Waiter Mondale, Minnesota; John ' £*““££• Si 1 ! 
fornia ; Gale McGee, Wyoming ; Robert Byrd, West Virgl inia , 
Quentin Burdick, North Dakota ; Howard Cannon, Nevada ; Clai- 
borne Peli Rhode island; Henry Jackson, Washington ; Frank 
Church, Idaho ; Edward Kennedy. Massachusetts , Adlai Steven 
son Illinois ; Prank Moss, Utah ; Edmund Muskie, Maine ; Birch 
I?ayh, Indiana ; Lawton Chiles, Flo ida ; Harold Hughes Iowa ; 
Thomas Eagleton, Missouri ; Harrison Williams, New J c^->ey , 
William Spong, Virginia ; Gaylord Nelson, Wisconsin , Joseph 
Montoya New Mexico; Alan Bible, Nevada; Hubert Humphrey, 
Minnesota ; Fred Harris, Oklahor la ; Daniel Inouye, Hawaii ; 

Ernest Hollings, South Carolina ; Warren Ma *p us ^wmhun 
Stuart Symington, Missouri; Clifford Case, New Jersey , William 
Saxhe, Ohio ; James Pearson, Kansas ; Henry Bellmon, Oklahoma ; 
and Mark Hatfield, Oregon. 
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Teach ’Em The Value Of A Dollar** 
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[Tho Providence (R,I.) Evening Bulletin, Sept, 10, 1971] 

CURB ON LUNCHES HITS 56,500' IN -RHODE ISLAND 

By C. Fraser Smith 

Governor Lieht expressed dismay today over the denial of free or reduced 
price lunches to 56,500 Rhode Island school children as a result of proposed new 
Department of Agriculture directi ve^ 
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t he specific consequences of the new regulatlons. expected to come 

At least 50,500 school children in Rhode Island wno were 

'''ofthcso'MSOo'woukl to "obSmZ^' t in expansion of the p'roernm to 

The JS 

rates that can be paid could lead some school districts to abandon tne»r tuncn 
programs altogether, some school lunch officials are predicting. 

The governor said, “I cnnnot believe that this is what the President had a 
mind when he pledged In December of 1900 to provide a school lunch to all eligible 

children” ©I bellevo this Is what the Congress Intended when it 

National School Dnnch Act. I cannot believe that any parent In our nation would 

11 1 a' reflect lonf o? lh>w Snf^T^d 'hhcerfln the situation h> cornea f™ Mr» 
Maureen O'Connell, director of the state's school lunch program. 
said she received encouraging reports which Indicate there may be an increase 
In the level of federal assistance Rhode Island will get this ’ .. .. 

She said she plans to operate the lunch program under last ?ear« guldens 
until she Is told officially that the new ones are In force. This deludes, «he said, 
feeding the 21,000 children Governor Dicbt says cannot be fed under the proposed 

rC A^Dcportment of Agriculture spokesman In Wa /**™^ on » bow *™£ 

give support to her optimism. The spokesman said there havob^nnoofflclal 

changes in the proposed new regulations, although be acknowledged they are 

h °The S iww e dlrective8 t which sharply limit fleadbllity In the 

are said to be part of President Nixon’s anti-inflationary program. They are 
designed to keep abont 100 million dollars out of circulation. jt 

A*complex web of regulations has been designed to do this 2ob, i ° 

one local expert In the school lunch progrftni f Jay Upner. Mr» I/lpner # who was 
assigned to Rhode Island under a special Office of E^nomle Opportunity grant, 
returned yesterday from a hearing on this P^}® 111 * n ffAOCI 

He said he continues to feel that the effect of tho now regulations goes beyond 
nnvthlng anyone in state government has yet come to grips with. He believes the 
reflations make it virtually impossible for any school district to serve lunches 

" , B^ U M^3ipner a i believes a substantial part of the burden must be borne, under 
federal law, by the state. He was referring particularly to the 21,000 children 
who were* made eligible for the program when the Department of Agriculture 
raised tho eligibility level from $3,720 to $3,040 of annual family Income In .Tune 
of this vear. The eligibility of these children cannot be delayed, he said. 

•‘There is no discretion.’* he said. “The law says any child with an Income 
below $3,940 shall be served a free lunch.” . „ 

He agreed that this regulation, coupled with the loss of various funds normally 
available, whipsnwr the state, rnislng eligibility on the one hand while dropping 

reimbursements on the other. 

Rhode Island, he said, is likely to be one state which will get more money from 
the federal government than it can spend. The reason for this Is that, while it 
receives money on the basis of its population, its program achieves relatively 

low participation — 49th In the nation, he said. _ . . 

State officials must not count on the additional funds to bail them how^jer, 
be said. In the first place, the a mount probably 1 would 1 be too low. Most : Important, 
the law says that federal funds must be returned to the government if under 

the formula. It exceeds 35 cents for every free or reduced price lunch. 

“There Is no way that nny state can pay more than 35 cents per lunch and 

nobody understands it,” he says. . ‘ > ‘ to 

Tender the law. school lunch directors may pay five cents reimbursement to 

local school districts for every lunch served. >TJiey may pay 30 

free nnd reduced price lunch. States are obligated to contribute a small portion 

na well- ■ • «f r * - . r. , . 1 -; o ; *. : . ‘ 
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However, the average* cost of a school lunch as computed by a nationwide asso- 
ciation of school lunch directors, is GO cents. The question is, who will make up 
the difference between 35 and GO cents when lunches are provided free. 

There are few alternatives under the new regulations. In past years, school 
lunch directors could fall back on a special federal subsidy called "Section 32 
funds. This year, regulations governing the use of these funds put them out of 



reach. They are frozen. . , . . , 

Another possibility would be to raise the price of lunches served approximately 
at full-cost. But there is a price freeze. Moreover, adding 25 cents to a 55-cent 
lunch probably would encourage brown-bugging to an extent that would be 

devastating to the program. , , . . . 

Thus, Mr. Llpner argues that every school lunch program in the state Is in 

trouble. , , ,, , . , , 

-There is no way Rhode Island can come out ahead on this, he Insists. 
Compounding the problems associated with calculating what Rhode Island 
will have to spend on lunches, the Agriculture Department has yet to release the 



1071-72 allocation figures. . _ , . 

Mr. Llpner believes this is calculated to forestall panic and pressure. Panic is 
already evident in some states, however. At the hearing; conducted by the Sen* 
nte’s select committee on nutrition and human needs, it was reported for exam- 
pie, that Arkansas would lose $000,000 and California, seven million dollars 

under the new regulations. ». . . _ 

The prediction of this kind of loss in a period when states and municipalities 
are In no position to take up the slack Is the reason why Mr. IApner and others 
are predicting that the school lunch program could be destroyed. 

Mrs. O’Connell, has estimated that the state’s allocation will decrease by $3W,- 
000, from $900,000 to $600,000. She has said the Agriculture a Department as- 
sures her that this is enough to run the program at last year s level. 

And that Is one of the contradictions. Since more children are eligible u ^der 
Agriculture Department regulations this year, running the program at last year s 

level means running it at a loss. Bllh . 

Last year, every lunch served could draw as much as 12 cents in federal sub- 
sidy. Every free and reduced price lunch drew an additional 48 cente, ^ 
potential subsidy to around 60 cents. In practice, not every 

imbursement at the maximum 6S-cent level, but they did get more than they 

1 ^hosTellgible for reduced price meals are Identified by local 

who use federal Income guidelines and their own rulings on who will be eligible In 

their programs. Their judgments vary from school to school. 

Rhode Island currently has a lunch program In 267 of Its 518 schools. 

In Washington, pressure to have the regulations dropped or revised drastically 
1 h mounting, according to Gerald Cassidy, a staff member of the Senate select 

committee on nutrition and human needs. _ . - 

Considerable pressure has come recently from Son. Hermnn lalmndge, or 
Georgia, chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee. In n letter to the Presi- 
dent, the senator said school districts may not raise prices for lunches and it is 



too late to raise taxes. ... „ 

He has scheduled a hearing, daring which Agriculture oflioials will be ques- 
tioned, for Thursday, Sept- 16. This hearing and other measures are likely to pro- 
duce some improvement in the situation, according to the nutrition and human 
needs committee spokesman. 

“The outcry down here is just tremendous,” he said. 



f Station KOVni AM and PM, Omaha. Xebr.. Sept. 10. 10711 

AN EDITORIAL 
By Mrs. Winifred Peterson* 

Occasional hunger is uncomfortable but bearable when one knows that there 
will be a next meal and especially if he knows when that next meal Is going to be. 

• Chairman, Welfare Taak Force. Urban League of Nebraska. 
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Prolonged hunger is less bearable: it Is debilitating and crippling, both physi- 
cally and emotionally, and surely not to be contemplated as an acceptable situa- 
tion In this, the most affluent nation on the face of the earth. 

Yet we do accept it in this country. "SVe do accept it in Nebraska, where well 
over 300,000 fellow human beings livo below the poverty level under deprived and 
abject conditions inconceivable to many of us. We do accept it right here in 

^Would you do something to help a hungry child? Would you take the time to 
make a t oloplione call or write a letter in behalf of a child who needs >our con- 
cern and interest to assure that he may count on at least one balanced meal a 
cl 11 V* 

We think few Omniums are so unfeeling that they would not do one or both of 

* ^ Write or^cn U Mr. Joseph Hart, President of the Omaha Board of Education, 
451—5100 <*r Mr. Myrton Hall, Omaha Public Schools, 550—0000, to request that 
fi-ee or reduced price school lunches be provided immediately in 14 Omaha schools 
not vet receiving the benefits of the federally financed school lunch program. 
Federal reimbursement is nvnilnble to include these additional schools, despite 
rumors and press releases you may have heard to the contrary. 

Federal law states that these school children must be fed. If they are not, tne 
school lunch program in your child’s school as well ns in all other Omaha schools 

mnv well be in jeopardy. . , , ... . 

The welfare task force of the Urban League of Nebruska has faith in your 
concern and your humanity. We urge you to act today in the interest of hungry 
Omaha children. 



[Tlio Washington Food Report. Sept. 11. 1071] 

FUROR OVER SCHOOL LUNCH FUNDING 

Changes proposed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture in its School Lunch 
Program regulations were attacked and defended at hearings held this week 
bv the Senate’s Select Commitee on Nutrition and Human Needs. Its chairman. 
Sen. George McGovern of South Dakota, in opening the lienrings, said there liad 
been “nil! outcry’’ by local and state school officials across the country over 
changes in Federal funding of the program proposed last month by the USDA , 
kev issue is the amount of subsidy granted for free or reduced price meals. 

Among the school officials testifying was Josephine Martin, administrator of 
Georgia Department of Education’s School Food Service Program and chairman 
of the legislative committee of the American School Food Service Association. 
She charged that the proposed regulations “if implemented will negate much of 
the progress made in the last 25 years” in the National School Lunch Program. 

She told llie committee members : „ , 

“We are all aware of the national economic crises, and the need to reduce* 
Federal spending. Our question as educators and school food service personnel 
is TIow do we resolve this dilemma ?’ We tire mandated by USDA regulations (as 
they reflect Congressional intent) to provide lunches to all eligible children, 
ami by the proposed regulations we are allowed 35 cents per meal with which 
to fulfill that requirement. The national average cost of producing a meal Is 
around 50 cents ! The price freeze prohibits increases in sale prices to -pick up 
anv slack. The school administrators are perplexed,” 

Richard Lyng. Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, denied that the proposed 
regulation changes were “not designed to save funds. We expect to spend all the 
funds authorized” by Congress for fiscal 1072. The National School Lunch Act. 
he said, “contemplated that the funding of the program would be a joint Fed- 
eral. state and local responsibility." 

Moreover, Mr. Lyng stated, an amendment to the School Lunch Act passed in 
Congress last year requires ‘‘beginning this fiscal year that all states put state 
revenues into the program. It also provided that states should disburse these tax 
revenues in a manner that would concentrate them on assistance to the neediest 

schools. . .. . ,, 

“We do not believe that we should have continued a method of distributing 
funds among states which — because of the vagaries of statistical apportionment 
formulas — allowed some states a ‘funding feast* while other states suffered from 
n ‘funding famine/ ” v „ 
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| Tin* New York l'ost, Sept. 1*1, 1071 I 
14 SKNATOIW FKJUT SCHOOB BUNl'Il (TT 
By Anthony Prisendorf 

Washington.- Forty-four senators have urged President Nixon to block Agri- 

culture Dent cutbacks in school lunch and oreakfust programs. 

In a letter to the White House, they said a recently 
formulas for the current school year would result in a lo.^s of million. 

ll °!n March the Agriculture Dept, announced that the federal government was 
prepaid to SStrihuto a maximum of GO cents for each free or reduced-price 

, "hu“on V ?Vu B . 13, he department reported that tl.e federal contribution would be 

ll “i^ t ^l^ve““S«lM<ti»a» effect on the school lunch and breakfast pru- 
the 'senators write, “and will pose a very real threat to the continued 

‘^N^ther^th^^arlc'dtu^'llept. 'nor 1 theTenato Select Committee on Nutrition 
has ^In formaUo^ a val lahle to Indicate how much Now York State school-lunch 

23f SSKSS- Richard Reed, wns 

,l °l t U bf known °fi , om' 1 com in 1 1 tee sources that If the cutbacks put^nto.e^, 

' '‘riZ^pU^by^tter states indicate rJiSi Bold. that Missouri would 

lose $4 million, California $0 million and New. / funds and will have 

“The states cannot make up this loss fro* 11 tn stnv within the limitation 

no alternative but to reduce planned participation to stay vituii. tne nmnuiio 

tlm beginning of October unless more federal funds are allocated. „ t 

The letter, which lias not yet drawn a response, was Committee on 

(D-Mieh.) and Cook (R-Ky.), both members of the Senate Committee 

Nutrition. 



[Tlie Wall Street Journal. Sept. 30, 3971] 

'\':ksc\ hS oueb'o 's HO 1 1001,-1.11 NCI l FUNI.S: stiff quiz is 

IJKKLY II Y SFXATK IWXKB TODAY 
By Burt Schorr 

Washington —The Nixon administration is planning to pull 
on rm-le Sam’s school-lunch moneybag far tighter than local program adimni. 

t! ,l (s r , VetnU* htmrtrcilH of thousands of low-income youngsters who are en |oyIng 
,h,.b first InVitrltious midday school menls at little or no cost may soon do without 

!,K Tho financial curb la contained In a set of bewilderiogly complex new luncdn 
regulations that the Agriculture Department proposed just three w .eh. 
before classes resumed this month. The state sch^l food ^ 

the A merlean Food Service Association charges that the regulations are bringing 
the school-lunch programs to a screeching halt . . . and preclude any . xpan^lon 
to reach the additional estimated three million to five million hungry children 

Tha^ma y be overstating the cose somewhat, but it’s true that the Nixon ad- 
ministration doesn’t want to spend as much money for lunches as the state direc- 
tors and their congressional allies, mainly liberal Democrats, believe Is needed. 

St, .te and loert Sffleiale are especially peeved because until now Wa shlngtonV 
schmd-lunch rhetoric didn’t give any hint, that federal money to 
wouldn’t be rondy wlien needed. signing liberalizing nmen 1 
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merits to the school-lunch statutes back in May 1970, sm<l the legislation will 
assure that every child from a family whose Income falls below the poverty line 

" iflf n o w* th e A F gH cul ^re 1 Depa rt m ent proposes, in effect, to cut the estimated 
federal contribution to each such lunch to about. 37 cents from the 
contributed last spring — out of a typical cash cost of 53 cents. Moreover, the 
proposed regulations would prevent expansion of the free and low-cost meals 
to more than the seven million children currently being served even if Congress 
should appropriate money to pay for the lunches. (Eighteen million other young- 

St Agriculture* D^rtme^tofflrials face a tough confrontation today when they 
are due to appear before the Senate Agriculture Committee, which lias direct 
legislative responsibility for the lunch program, to explain their position. 

Initially there hadn’t been any reaction on Capitol Hill, apparently because it 
took several weeks for local school officials to decipher the real meaning or the 
proposed regulations. “But now they’re really screaming, and a number of 

Senators are concerned,” says an Agriculture Committee staffer. , Dn . 1ftVr 

Yesterday, Michigan Sen. Philip A. Hart, a liberal Democrat, and Kentucky 
Sen. Marlow Cook, a middle-of-the-road Republican, said they had found 42 other 
signers for a letter to Mr. Nixon warning that the reduced funding rate will leave 
‘‘hungry children in America’s schools” and produce “absenteeism, dropouts and 

apathetic students.” „ . 

Certainly, Agriculture Committee Chairman Herman Talmadge isn t pleased 
by the proposed regulations. Earlier this month the Georgia Democrat wrote 
Mr. Nixon that the rules already hare “precipitated a fiscal crisis in school dis- 
tricts” of his home state. Waiting to hold some hearings of his own Is Rep. Carl 
Perkins, Democratic chairman of the House Education and Labor Committee, 
which keeps watch on the school lunch program from the other side of the 
Capitol. Mr. Perkins’ home state of Kentucky seems to have school lunch woes 
even worse than those Georgia schools face. 

An $80 Muxion Jump 

Agriculture officials, for their part, argue that the $615.2 million appropriated 
for Washington's direct cash contribution to school lunches in the fiscal year 
ending June 80, an $80 million jump from last year's spending, Is, after all, what 
Congress voted. (Overall, the federal share comes to approximately $1.1 billion. 
Including special milk funds and donated federal commodities. It's expected to 
help feed some 25 million youngsters this year, including around seven million 
from needy families. But it won’t help roughly seven million other youngsters 
attending the more than 20,000 schools still without any lunch program, many of 

them sorving low-income populations.) , „ t 

Under the National School Lunch Act Uncle Sam is obliged to contribute a 
minimum of five cents toward every school lunch — even those for children not 
classified ns needy — and 30 cents toward those offered free or at a reduced price. 
In practice, though, the contributions have been considerably greater. 

The food service administrators, through a survey just completed by their 
Denver-based organization, respond that the appropriated funds actually are 
some $170 million shy of what low-income students will need by the time the Inst 
lunch bell tolls next spring. Moreover, the administrators argue, the proposed 
regulations are written in a way that prevents schools from spending any supple- 
mental funds Congress might choose to appropriate. , „ , 

Ironically, many of the states that strived hardest to expand feeding in their 
schools at the Agriculture Department's urging now are reaping the biggest 
headaches. Illinois, for example, foresees a statewide lunch deficit of between 
$13 mill-on and $18 million in the 1971-72 school year, largely because cities like 
East St. Louis and Chicago have been expanding their lunch programs into older 
schools by means of newly installed kitchens, cold meals delivered from a central 
kitchen and other techniques. “We have the poverty pockets right here in the 
larger citie* and that’s where the hungry kids are,” says Edward F. Onidzik, 
director of Chicago’s school-lunch operations. 

Similar expansion is causing California officials to reckon their fund 
at $9 milliomFor New Jersey, the estimate is $8 million; for Florida, $6.9 mil- 
lion, and for Georgia, $6 million. 
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The missing dollar* portend an even grimmer human deficit. The nine school 
districts serving the l-'hoeuix metropolitan area face a combined funding gap of 
only $150, 00C. But this may be large enough to cut off many of the ©f °totai 
stars now getting free and reduced-price lunches for roughly a fourth of total 
lunch program participants), estimates Norman Mitchell, food service director 

for Phoenix’s Isuac School District No. 5. . 

In Detroit, public schools lunch chief Howard W. Briggs reckons that a sub- 
stantial number of the 45,000 kids of the free and reduced-price-list m jisdis- 
trict better than half the total youngsters getting lunches this year are 

threatened with loss of tlic-ir prepared midday meal. Mr. Br who* only 
will “worsen colnlnunications' , with poor parents, many of them black, \ } 

lately have been persuaded to enroll their children in the > i>x* ° g ra. ux- 

For Nebraska’s school food services administrator, Allen A. Elliott, the Nixon 
administration’s proposed rules revision landed like a ‘ real . V 'JJjjJf ^eU A 2 n f 
Prior to the announcement, his state was betting on the hd^tion of 45 t 
schools to the lunch programs, but now local school boards indicate the increase 
will total only “10 or less,” he says. ’ 

No Fobest To Hide In 

There’s nothing to prevent states and localities from increasing their own 
school-iunch funding in lieu of federal aid, but school officials almost to a man 
declare that alternative out of the question on such short notice, ^^^j**^ 1 ***^ 
hard-hit state, Kentucky, has a common problem : Its legislature won t convene 
until January, and then to begin work on the budget for the ^0 y^rs ^arUng 
next July 1. Furthermore, state governments and local school boards never have 
been overly quick to grab the school-lunch check; last year their share of the 
*2.8 billion total cost for midday school feeding came to. only 21%, against the 
30% picked up by Uncle Sam and tho 43% paid by youngsters themselves. ^ 
The new rules do grant states the right. to. tip federal aid toward the neediest 
districts within their borders, but the prospect of breaking such jnews to better- 
off districts, whose funding share would decline in proportion, ^^Stuens admin- 
istrators. “They’re asking state directors to be Robin Hoods, but the directors 
don’t have a forest to hide in,” says Detroit’s Mr. Briggs. 

The underlying issue, of course, is just how big — and firm— Uncle Sam s finan- 
cial responsibility to needy students really is. “There’s no Place in the law that 
says the federal government 3hnll foot the entire bil)" for feeling needy young- 
sters, says Assistant Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng. But his reuding of 
the law and the intent of Congress does seem open to question. Section 11 of the 
National School Bunch Act, though it sets a minimum of 30 cents a lunch, 
plainly authorizes “such sums as may be necessary to assure access to the 
school-lunch program . . . by children of low-income families. 

And an interpretation of congressional funding intent was provided by Re- 
publican Sen. Robert Dole of Kansas during the Senate debate on the 1070 
amendments when Sen. Hart sought unsuccessfully to amend Section 11 by add- 
ing specific authorization figures for the 1071-73 fiscal years. Arguing against 
the wisdom of the Hart proposal. Sen. Dole, who often reflects Nixon adminis- 
tration thinking and who has since become Republican national chairman, as- 
serted: “As I recall the deliberation of the (Agriculture) Committee when we 
had the hearings, and following the hearings, after consumption witii the Execu- 
tive Branch, we felt we should leave it (the money authorization open-ended 
so that there could be provided whatever might be necessary. . - . 



[Tke Dally Mail (Hagerstown, Md.) ( Sept. 18. 1071] 

44 SENATORS URGE NIXON TO SCRAP PROPOSED SCHOOL-BUNCII 

REGULATIONS 



By Austin Scott 

Washington. — Forty -four senators today asked President Wxon to 
posed new school-lunch regulations they said will cost states millions of dollars 
and force many schools out of the program. 
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would •»« helped -hoo, districts 

::H=!iS 

iiss^ 

of available funds, the letter said. , .,, „ n w ithout school lunches,” 

lt »»l g-J. <«» -hoo, 

SKS «♦ - «- Agriculture nepartmcut 

S»r,s'i 

'"SS^SSS&^Sp^SSSSsS^ 

N mIT4^a”~"»k^'p^Me»‘ NKoX'k^P the old relations in effect, 
cirthit u-ny wc Could be certain that the funds Confess made available . . . 
would be fully utilized,” their letter said. 
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[The Washington Evening Stnr, Sept. 28. 1971] 

SHOWDOWN ON SCHOOh 1YUNCIIES SET 
By James Welsh 

Tin. donate Agriculture Committee, in a showdown set for tomorrow, appenrs 
ready to demand that the Nixon administration put up at least $100 million mou 

lh Bv so doin' th^coinmittee might welTw reck an enduring Washington cliche. 

Vm-inv conWrvaSvepuH>ose, so the cliche holds, the congressional agriculture 
oommiftees TnTtoe exSve Agriculture Department always march hand in 

,,n 5?V this time around, with Chairman Herman E. Talmadge. D-Ga.. in the lead. 

;;;'i?o Z R* ^culture «*£>»•* “ nd tn """™ e K "'" 

-idy levels the President’s budget-makers refuse to approve. 

New in Post 

Talmadge, who thin year replaced Sen Allen EUendor, D-Ia.. an committee 

'' ,l lV''dir"cts r ?he G Aj^icUMuxr^^>cportra^rff^to l snh?ddlzc local school districts h.v do 
^ lunch for-evTry needy child, rather than the ^ceat llnnt 
department in stringent regulations ^niion extra school-luncli 

b "‘ slnce "•'■ 

r 1 ' T he cn nmd nee° will meet la executive session tomorrow. 
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Talmadge is expected to carry all of the committee’s eight Democrats with hint. 

,M One™ the tw*o NorSfern Democratic members. Sen. George McGovern of South 
Dakota, a liberal closely identified with the hunger issue, expects to be ahsuit 

tomorrow but has given Talmadge his proxy. . . , ,, 

Ren Carl D Perkins, D-Ky., chairman of the House Education and L.Jati < “in- 
iiil.U-o, 1ms introduoTd a wsoiution identical to the one the Senate commute .* 

‘ S Vim YeKi si a t ion° T to *0™ effective, must be passed by hotli houses of foiijti-ess ami 
signed by President Nixon. 

UKIU'KKKD by OMR 

The administration could avert a showdown by relenting on its stand. 

Rut the Agriculture Department was reported today to have been rebuilt <1 b 
(he Office of Management and Budget and ready to announce that its Au h . 13 

"oMB officials are^ltermtoed to keep a lid on last fiscal year’s federal spending 
• )f .$<‘>15 million for school lunches. More than half this amount was for the needy . 
To many state and local school districts, the federal governments posture on 

school lunches has been a constantly shifting one. 

In 1970 Congress passed the School Lunch Reform Act, sponsored in pait h> 
•n'lmadge. Prefldent Nixon, in signing it, called for -an end to hnnger ... the 

' 11 1 -n's t%Tri int 1 thl? Agriculture Department relaxed its spending regulations, per- 
mittinir the federal payment per lunch to rise well above its previous 33-cent 

..» n result, the .......her of children In the pro- 

gram rose from 6.3 million to 7.1 million. 

42 Cents Expected 

For this school year, local districts confidently expected a federal subsidy 
averaging 42 cents per lunch for more than 7 million children. 

The Aug. 13 pronouncement, lowering that to 35 cents, proved a shocker. It 
came three weeks before the opening of school and well after most local school 

bonrd^had^set budgets. a ni^^un Ce ment, a number of school districts are reported 
to be abandoning the school lunch program or considering such a move. They 
include Albuquerque, N.M., Bridgeport, Conn., and Buffalo, N.Y. 

Josephine Martin, the State of Georgia’s food services director, said today her 
state stands to lose $6 million if the ne\v regulations become final. 

“For our school districts, the only alternatives will be to cut participation or 

the quality of the lunches,” she said. 

Miss Martin has worked closely with Talmadge on the problem. 



PopuTjAb Issue 

“Talmadge,” said one Capitol Hill observer, “is really taking the load on us. 
He’s convinced the school lunch program is very popular in Georgia. Sen. Ellen- 
tler is friendly to the program to, but he would not have challenged the Agriculture 
Department the way Talmadge has done. ... 

-The committee's stand has really shook up the people at Agriculture. 
McGovern was the first to protest the New Agriculture Department regulations. 
But it was a little-noticed Agriculture Committee hearing on Sept. 16 that set 
the stage for the current showdown. 

At that hearing, Talmadge and fellow Southerners, including Sens. Ellenaer ; 
B. Everett Jordan, D-N.C. ; James B. Allen, D-Ala. : and Lawton Chiles, D-Fla., 
ripped into Asst. Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng, telling him he hadn’t 
proven his case. 

The White House, 

' Washington , September 29, 197 J. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

Dear Senator : Thank you for your recent letter commenting on the proposed 
National School Lunch Program regulations. 
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The Department of Agriculture is now in the process of reviewing and evalu- 
ating all of the suggestions and comments received before finalizing and publish- 
ing the regulations. 

We believe that much of the criticism of the proposed regulations has stemmed 
from a lack of understanding of how the proposed reimbursement structure will 
work. Rather than causing a fiscal crisis in school districts, we believe that the 
proposed regulations present a breakthrough in program funding. Under the pro- 
posed regulations mid-year funding uncertainties can. be avoided. In addition, 
for the first time in tbe history of the National School Lunch Program, a State 
needing to expand its program can do so without fear that such expansion will 
be at the expense of an unwarranted reduction in levels of assistance to already 

participating schools. . , , . 

The proposed regulations do not reduce the maximum rates of assistance that 
were in effect last school year. The maximum rates authorized for section 4 
and section 11 are, of course, considerably higher than the rates actually paid 
on an average basis. The higher maximum permits the states, if they so elect, 
to vary rates around the average in order to provide abpve-average rates to the 
poorest schools and less-than-average rates to the affluent schools. 

The maximum rates of assistance authorized in the proposed regulations re- 
main essentially unchanged from the 1970— 1^71 rates. , A State is still author- 
ized to pav its neediest schools up to 00 cents for a free or reduced price lunch. 
A maximum rate of 50 cents is authorized if the school is serving a significant 
number of reduced price lunches because it would be receiving revenues from 



The proposed amendments are concerned with the distribution of available 
funds among the States. They deal with the average reimbursement to be paid 

on a statewide basis, not the maximum rates. : ; < ,v , : - . • ■ . 

A year's operating experience under Public Law 91—248 led the Department to 
the conclusion that it would be in the best interest of all of the States if a method 
of distributing available funds could be found that would better distribute the 
available funds among the States in accordance with expected participation at 

fhe beednning of the school year. ; 

It was also concluded that it was necessary to go beyond funding at national 
average reimbursement rates to guarantee each State that no matter how much 
it pxnanded its program, it could maintain a statewide average rate of 5 cents 
undS“ection 4 and a statewide average rate of 30 cents nnder aectton 11. This 
is th*» essence of the proposed regulations. _ „ . . 

The Department's proposals are not designed to save funds. We expect to 
snend all the funds authorized in the 1972 appropriation act. Careful considera- 
tion is being given to the use of the additional Section 3~ f unds ^thorized to 
fund child nutrition needs not met by regular appropriations. Tffle Department s 
consideration will be based on overall demand and the funds available. 

The proposed regulations were published in the Federal Register cu August 
13 This was three days after the Agricultural Appropriations Bill Passed by 
Congress on July 22 was signed into law. The comment period was limited to 15 
da vs in order to expedite the publication of the final regulations. In 
fact that school was due to start at the beginning of September it was felt that 
anv benefits to be gained by extending the comment period would be offset by 
the problems the States would encounter in implementing new reimbursement 

rates after the start of the school year. , . _ 

Your interest in commenting on these proposals is appreciated. 

Sincerely, Eugene S. Cowen, 

Devutv Assistant to the President. 



[The New York Times. Oct. 2, 1971] 

SENATE ACTS TO FORCE RISE IN AID FOR SCHOOL LUNCHES 

By Marjorie Hunter 

Washington, Oct. 1 — The Senate voted today to direct the 
tration to borrow sufficient funds to feed the nation's needy school children.^ 
The rare move was a sharp rebuff t to the Administration, which just six weeks 
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ago announced new school lunch regulations that critics say would bar some 

two million children from free or reduced-price lunches. . .. A - . 

The Senate measure, approved by a vote of 75 to 5, directs the Administration 
to borrow money from a special Agriculture Department fund derived from 

import duties on farm products. _ , _ , , 

Under the Senate measure, this would enable the Federal Government to in- 
crease its payment for free or reduced-priced lunches from 35 cents to 46 cents. 

A similar measure has been introduced in the House and may reach the floor 

within several weeks. , . . , . . . 

The lopsided Senate vote reflected widespread complaints from school ad- 
ministrators over the Agriculture Department’s allotments formula, announced 

in late August, just weeks before most schools opened. 

In fixing the Federal allotment to the states at 35 cents a meal, Agriculture 
Department officials said this was the maximum available under the $615-million 
voted by Congress for the year that began July 1. . 

Congressional critics of the Administration’s cutback in school lunch allot- 
ments complained that Congress had voted every penny that the Agriculture De- 
partment had said it should have to feed the needy. 

The move to force the Administration to increase the allotment was led by 
Senator Herman E. Talmadge, Democrat of Georgia, who is chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee. ■ , ■ .. _ , . 

Terming it "emergency legislation,” Senator Talmadge said it was essential to 
relieve "chaos, consternation and confusion in school lunch programs across the 
country.” 

Nixon Vowed Recalled 



lie recalled that just last year Congress passed a law requiring that every 
needy school child in the nation receive a free or reduced price lunch. 

ilG also recalled tliut l J resident Xixon, Is signing that bill into law f promised 
to put an end to hunger among American school children.” 

The Senate action was unusual in that it represented one o. the few times 
that a legislative (or authorizing) committee had sought to appropriate funds. 
Under normal procedure, such funding originates in Senate or House appropria- 
tions committees. . , . _ . _ „ 

Complaining that they have been bypassed, several members of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee opposed the Talmadge measure. They said their own 
committee planned to bring out a supplemental appropriations bill within several 
weeks to increase funds for school lunches. 

Dismissing these arguments, Senator Warren G. Magnuson, Democrat of Wash- 
ington, commented: “When you’re hungry, you’re hungry. You can’t wait until 
some bureaucrat sends letters back and forth.” 



Sunpi.us in Fund 

The money that the Senate ordered the Administration to borr'’ »v from the im- 
port duty fund would be paid back later through a supplemental appropriation. 
The import duty fund now has about $300-inillion in what is called carry-over 

money, not earmarked for other uses. ... ^ 

In addition to the extra 11-cent allotment for free or reduced-priced lunches, 
the Senate voted to increase from 5 cents to 6 cents the Federal allotment for 
a if school lunches, including those fully paid by students. 

Estimates of the cost of the increased allotments range anywhere from $100- 

million to $200-million. , . _ _ , - 

Voting against the Talmadge resolution were Allen J. Eilender. Democrat or 
Louisiana who is chairman of the Appropriations Committee ; Milton It. Young, 
Republican of North Dakota, ranking Republican on that committee ; George 
D. Aiken and Robert T. Stafford, Republicans of Vermont ; and Roman L». Hruska, 
Republican of Nebraska. 



{The New York Tiroes, Oct. 3, 1971] 

LUNCHES FOR HUNGRY CHILDREN 

The 75-to-5 vote in the Senate to provide more Federal money for school 
lunches should be a prod to the Administration to fulfill its pledges to banish 
hunger among Americans schoolchildren. 

11 159 
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An allowance of 35 cents to provide each needy pupil with a nourishing meal 
is preposterous in this period of high costs. Even the new Senate-approved 
standard of 4(1 cents is pitifully low. 

The Senate’s indignation at the gulf between Administration promises and 
performance in combating hunger in the schools prompted it to el bow aside its 
own Appropriations Committee and vote to “borrow” upward of $100 million from 
surpluses in an agricultural import-duty fund. The justification for this un- 
orthodox procedure was well stated by Senator Magnuson of Washington : “When 
you’re hungry, you’re hungry. You can’t wait until some bureaucrat sends letters 
back and forth. 

The nation’s children will be more adequately fed if the House shows similar 
impatience. 



ADMINISTRATION TO LIFT SCHOOL LUNCH FUND $135 MILLION 

BUT TIGHTENS ELIGIBILITY RULES 

Washington — Tlie Nixon administration, retreating before charges that it’s 
refusing to feed low-income children, said it will increase its spending for free 
and red need -price school lunches $135 million in the current school year. 

At the same time. Assistant Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng said lunch 
eligibility standards were being tightened, a move that critics said would con- 
tinue to keep hundreds of thousands of youngsters in higher-income states from 
participating in the program. 

The latest change in school lunch policy is incorporated in a revised version 
of Agriculture Department regulations to be published shortly in The Federal 
Register. When the original version of the regulations was proposed in August, 
state and local lunch administrators protested that it would hold Washington’s 
school feeding contribution at a level lower than they had expected and possibly 
force an end to free and reduced-price meals in many areas. 

Under the final regulations, the basic federal cost of all luucbes served con- 
tinues to be a minimum of five cents. For free and reduced-price meals, though. 
Agriculture will pay a minimum of 40 cents additional, or 10 cents more than 
was called for in the initial proposal. The new figures would hold Washington’s 
share of the average school lunch cost at about the levels of last year, instead of 
allowing that share to decline, as the administration had intended. The Agricul- 
ture Department estimates that . in the fiscal year ended last June 30, Uncle Sam 
picked up about 33% of the 60-cent cost of an average lunch, state children ac- 
counted for the remaining 44%. 

Mr. Lyng estimated that tlie increase in reimbursement rates will raise the 
cost of ilie federal school lunch program to about $750 million in the current 



meals, Mr. Lvng said. This will be nearly one million more thin rue department 
first estimated, on the basis of tlie regulations as they originally were written. 

Agriculture has enough funds to start spending at the highei level immedi- 
ately hut probably will go to Congress later in the year for supplemental funds, 
Mr, Lyng added. 

Whether Congress will be satisfied with these plans isn’t certain. Last week, 
the Senate, by a 75—5 margin, voted to impose on the administration a more 
generous formula for distributing school lunch funds than it originally proposed. 
The Senate formula is close to the one announced by Mr. Lyng, except that its 
lmsic contribution would be one cent higher, or six cents, adding $41 million 
more to federal costs, the Agriculture Department figures. f 

The House Education subcommittee wound up its hearings on school lunch 
regulation yesterday. Subcommittee Chairman Roman D. Pucinski (D., 111.) and 
Carl D. Perkins (D., Ky.) , chairman of tlieparent committee, both favor House 
passage of the Senate bill. 

However, the major question now appears to he whether tlie House com- 
mittee will challenge the Agriculture Department’s new restrictions on the ap- 
1 oxiinately 30 higher-income states, which define poverty at an income level 
Inglier than the one used by the department in its lunch regulations. More than 
500,000 youngsters in these states, many from welfare families, who were eligi- 
ble for free and reduced-iirice lunches on this basis last year, thus will be 
excluded this year. 



[The Wall Street Journal, Oct. 7, 1971] 
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Kenneth Sc*hlossbei-g, staff! director of the Senate Select Committee on Nutri- 
tion and Human Needs, who was present at the briefing by Mr. Lyng, said that 
some one million youngsters will be frozen out of the program by the changed 
regulation. “The Nixon administration is giving $135 million with one liaud and 

taking away almost as much with the other,” he contended. 

This may be an overstatement, but the department doesn t have an estimate 
of its own to refute it. Mr. Lyng could only estimate that the federal cost of 
serving needy children in the 30 states last year amounted to .$20 million to $30 
million. A school lunch aide acknowledged, however, that, because the program 
had the potential or reaching more children this year than last, the federal sav- 
ing through tighter poverty guidelines could be substantially larger than that 
iigure in 1071—72. 



The Nixon adminstration, bowing to congressional pressure, yesterday decided 
not to reduce federal contributions to the free school lunch program. But ut the 
same time, it tightened eligibility standards, thus eliminating 584,000 children 

from the program. _ . . . 

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richaixl Lyng announced that the govern- 
ment will pay about 45 cents of the cost of a free or reduced-price lunch for poor 
children. The Senate last week had voted overwhelmingly to reject an adminis- 
tration plan to drop the federal contribution to 35 cents. 

However, the government trimmed the rolls of children eligible for the free 
lunch program by limiting federal benefits to children from families with annual 
income of less than $3,940 for four persons. 

The 1970 National School Lunch Reform Act stipulated that schools in the pro- 
gram must provide meals free or at a token cost (u to 20 cents) to all children 
whose families met the $3,940 poverty-income guideline. But states were also 
permitted to establish more generous guidelines. Forty states did, including 
Maryland, Virginia and Washington, D.C. ... 

These states no longer will get special federal funds to continue providing 
free lunches to an estimated 584,000 children from families with more than $3,940 
income. The free lunches will continue only if state and local governments pick 

up the full costs. „ . ^ v , 

A New York State school lunch official said perhaps a majority of New York 

City children will lose their free lunches. 

In Montgomery County, Maryland, four-member families with $4,400 to $4,050 
ntiimal income, had been eligible for benefits, depending on the number of a 
family’s children in school. 

In Virginia, Arlington, Fairfax, and Falls Church provided free meals if a 
child’s family had less than $4,940 income. 

The District of Columbia gave free or reduced-price meals to children in 
families with less than $4,830 income. 

All children, poor and non-poor alike, receive a partial federal subsidy of meals 
provided them under the National School Lunch Xerogram set up in the 1940s. The 
federal government pays 5 cents in cash and 7 or S cents in surplus commodities 
towards the cost of all school lunches. 

For example, the total actual cost of a Montgomery County School lunch is 68 
to 73 cents. The child pays 45 or 50 cents, the federal government 13 cents, and 
the rest is made up in state or local funds. This applies to rich and poor children. 

But in the case of a poor child, the federal government now will pay 45 cents 
of the total cost. 

Lyng said t he federal government will pay $225 million in cash and $300 million 
in commodities towards tlie lunch costs of all children and an additional $500 
million toward costs of free or reduced price meals for poor children. 

The dispute in Congress involved the amount of the federal share of costs for 
free or reduced-price meals. The administration had planned to-cut the average 
federal contribution, hut now will raise it slightly over last year. 

School lunch officials throughout the country had protested to Congress that 
Mie reduced federal payment would cripple their lunch programs. 



[The Washington Post, Oct. 7, 1071] 

U.S. RETAINS LUNCH SHARE, CUTS 584,000 OFF PROGRAM 



By Nick Kotz 
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Lyng said about 8 million poor children this year will receive free or reduced- 

Pr An ^ddlUonal 10 million non-poor children participate In the program and 
benefit from the smaller federal subsidy. , , 

Auotlier 30 million school children are not lu the national lunch program, 
cither because they don’t choose to buy lunch at school or because their school 

1S Sen! George McGovern (D-S.D.), chairman of the Senate Select Committee on 
Nutrition praised the administration for its decision to Increase federal support 
of lunches for the i>oor, but said the change In eligibility requirements “robs a 
poor Peter to help a poor Paul.” 

The increuscd federal payments will cost on additional $135 million a year, but 
tin* government hopes to save about $47 million by Its new restrictions on ellbility. 

Sen. Herman Talinadge (D-Gn.), sponsor of the Senate resolution ordering the 
administration not to cut payments, said ho was “gratified . . . that the Agri- 
culture Department had now agreed to obey the law.” 

McGovern said the Agriculture Department was clearly violating the “letter 
spirit” of the 11)70 School Lunch Reform Act, which provided that states can 
set higher eligibility standards. He pointed to legislative history, in which mem- 
bers of Congress stressed that states could implement more lenient standards. 

Lyng, however, said yesterday that USDA can limit eligibility because tho law 
calls lor giving priority to the neediest children. Lyng auld many states and 
seluad districts lack “fiscal restraint.” lie said one school district provided lower- 
cost meals to children from families with less thun $7,500 annual Income. 

Lyng said he opposes the concept of providing free school lunches to all child- 
ren and that he believed many school districts were heading In that direction. 



O 
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(The New York Times, Oct. 7. 10711 

U.S. INCREASES PUPIL LUNCH AID BUT TIGHTENS RULE ON 

ELIGIBILITY 

Washington, Oct. (i — Yielding to Congressional pressure, the Department 
of Agriculture today liberalized Federal payments to states under the school 

lunch program. ^ _ ... 

At the same time, however, the department issued a new restriction that critics 
estimate will eliminate about one million needy children from the program. 

Under the regulations made public by the department today, the Federal 
share of lunch program costs was increased from a proposed level of 35 cents a 
meal to 45 cents a meal, one cent short of the level approved by Congress last 
W€€lc« 

The department first sought to revise regulations governing disbursement of 
school lunch program funds In mid-August Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Richard E. Lyng said then that the department would for the first time guarantee 
u minimum Feueral reimbursement to states of 35 cents a lunch. Before this, 
there was no set reimbursement rate, and states could get np to 00 cents a meal 
back from the Government. 

A period of 15 days was allowed for public comment on the proposed change. 

The department’s original 35-oent proposal met with sharp criticism from at 
least 22 Congressmen and school lunch officials across the nation. These critics 
charged that the 35H-ent rate — 7 cents lower than the average rate !«.:•* 'ast 
yea r— would necessitate massive cuts In the number of children receiving 

lunches. ... .. 

Some of these same critics said today that the department's new stipulation, 
which provides that states must adhere to an Income level of $3,040 a year In 
delcrmining eligibility, would have the same result. 

Senator George McGovern of South Dakota, chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on Nutrition and Homan Needs, and Representative Carl D Perkins 
of Kentucky, both Democrats, estimated ttat oie million children would be forced 
out of the program as a result of the new restriction. 

Senator McGovern said about 40 states and the District of Columbia had used 
Income levels higher than the official $8, MO Federal level to determine eligibility. 
In New York, for example, the level used to determine eligibility Is $4,250, he 
said, in many other states the level is between $5,500 and $6,000, he said. 
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Mr. McGovern also said that heretofore all welfare recipients were eligible 
but that this would not be the case under the new regulation. 

Phillip Olsson, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Agriculture said the new re 

striction was aimed at halting a trend. „ ro misim? thoir noverty 

ri. . ••wg have found that some school u-strlots are raising tneir 
lev“fs“ ttat more can be added to lunch rol.s, recoiling In the Govern- 

example^one^lstrict revested funds using a poverty level 
of $7,000,” Mr. Olsson said. tunt unlike the other pro- 

‘“ a enTtor e Mcaovern sold the move might even be Illegal, but Mr. Oleeon said it 

prior to flnnllzlng regulations 
because we think It’s a good idea, but in cases where we must odd regulations at 

th Tl, 0 o Bt n?w n ?^.dn«on wa's'f.S^sed a«er“lhe department failed to reach a com- 
pr.^f»? with fc Cprescntntlve Perkins yesterday on a Federal share of cosls 
somewhere between 37 cenis and 45 cents. 



[The New York Timea, Oct. 8, 19711 
FUDGE FOR LUNCH 

The administration is demonstrating a remarkable capacity for missing the 
noint of the School Lunch Program. Congress has repeatedly made cloar that it 
wants the fow-income children of the Nation to have lunches available to them, 
b-A th^Department of Agricnltnre. looking at budgets rather than _children. 
keen resisting the intent of Congress. Last week the Senate voted to direct the 
Agriculture Department to reimburse the States more generously than the 
Department’s formula, announced last summer, w<rald aUow. Ov^ 

Appropriations Committee — a rare gesture in itself — th e Sen n ten ntliorlzea tbe 
temporary use of other departmental funds to expand the lunch program. 

Now the Agriculture Department has increased Its spending for *£?e and 
reduced-price lunches but at the same time set n new, low eligibility standard 
of $3,040 a year for n family of four. At least 30 S mt e spe r in 1 tch i 1 d r e n t o pa r * 1 cl’ 
pate although their families have Incomes slightly higher than this. In Nev\ 

York, for example, the eligibility level is set at $4,250. . - 111S 

The effect of the Department’s bureaucratic maneuver is to cut about 1 million 
needy children ont of the lunch program. It Is a direct blow at the Nation a work- 
ing poor, who have already suffered worst from the Inflation of recent years. 
The administration has shown how resourceful it Is at fudging the hunger .ssue, 
but fudge doe.i not make a satisfactory luneb. 
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(The Wathlogton Post, Oct, 0, 1071] 

TAKING BACK THB.tlSpNCH MONEY 
As though Involved In a complicated game of ^^“n^rtmen^o” ^^rTcuBure 
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reduced-price lunches for poor cliildcn to about 4o cents, even tbongli it was 
forced to this generosity by the Senate. Pushed away from the table, however, are 
an estimated one million children; they have the bad luck to be members of 
families where the income Is about $3,040 a year for four persons. 

This figure was set us a minimum eligibility requirement by the 1970 National 
School bunch Reform Act. States were allowed to help children from families 
earning more thnu the minimum; oflicia is realized that these families earning, 
say, $4,300 or $5,500 a year — are very much in poverty also and can be hard- 
pressed for children’s lunch money. But these children are now to be cut oft ; 
the free lunches will continue only if state and local governments come through, a 
questionable prospect. Sen. George McGovern, chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on Nutrition, aptly said that the administration’s shift "robs a poor 
Peter and help a poor Paul,” Of course, this robbing is not the kind usually asso- 
ohu 1 with the unsavory word — a gun stuck in the ribs, and order to fork over 
the c isli. An assistant secretary of the Agriculture Department was quick to 
express his belief that the new restrictions on eligibility were within the law. 
Others, including Sen. McGovern, disagree. 

While the legal argument goes on, at least 000,000 children, and perhaps double 



will he embittered once again, oven more so ir they happen to recall the ringing 
words of President Nixon: “The moment is at baud to put an end to hunger 111 



apparently, tin* moment to end hunger is no longer at hand. 

A possibility exists that the udministrat ion’s decision can he reversed or at 
least eased. The Department of Agriculture is meant only to carrv out the law, 
not make it. Rep. Carl Perkins of the House Education aiul La’ or Committee 
is hard at work to bring legislative pressure to prevent the elimination of these 
children from the program. lie expects to bring proposals before the House 
shortly. One can only hope his efforts will succeed. 



A new Federal regulation will cut off free lunches for 350,000 of the 390,000 
city school children now getting these lunches, the head of the program said 
yesterday. „ , 

Julius Jacobs, director of the Board of Education's Bureau of School bunches, 
said in an interview it would cost about $40-niillion a year to continue the free 
lunches for those pupils. He said he did not know If the city or the state would 
be willing to provide that amount. 

Under a regulation announced by the Department of Agriculture last Tuesday, 
the eligibility celling has been dropped to $3,94o for a family of four. New York 
has boon using an Income celling of $4,250 for such a family. 

In tightening a rule on eligibility, the Department of Agriculture at the same 
time liberalized Federal payments to states under the school lunch program. In- 
creasing a proposed level of 3T> centn a meal to 45 eentH a meal, 1 cent nhort of 
the level that had been approved by the Senate last week. 



While the Department of Agriculture has estimated that 7.3 million of the 
nation’s school children are getting either free of reduced-price lunches under 
its program, Congressional leaders have been sharply critical of the new ellgibll- 

^^Ir^JncobH described the new regulation ns a “disaster,” asking, “How can 
children learn with empty stomaelis?” Another Board of Education official. 





[The New York Times, Oct. 10, 19711 

U.S. TIGHTENS IlUEE ON FREE BUNCHES 
Will Cut 350,000 Pupils Hire From Program 
By Irving Spiegel 



CALLED A DISASTER 
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Walter Scully, assistant director of the lunch program, also warned of a “disas- 
trous effect” on the children. T . ntrfitmare We press hard for 

luU’Mng corn’es this rela- 
tion to negate advances." „ s orFICIAlB 

Mr. Jacobs eald he had been in He'S 

S'wm peeSSlc on the'^sSllty that tb«e might be aome relaxation of the 

ne 3r ra fS^ha 0,, h.sed hie ^-million eattma^e m, »“^rJSV a "a 
SSriteS'jS. He aafd 'lunches were served to 450,000 pupils In the 

Education this week on 

the problem. a ,.. rmvntn chairman of the Senate Select 

Coumdttoe on°N®ftrltl C on°nnd Iliminn Needs, and ^or'c^omm It tee Another Demo- 

wide would be forced out of the lunch pi Os, i nm. Rtrict of Columbia had used 

Both pointed out .that .bout It 0 at a tea am, ^Ulsuict 
levels higher than the offielnl S 3 .W 0 r euevai A „ ricu i tu re. said that the new 
Phlllp 0<*m raising their poverty 

^em C “TtCt more'name,^ ’£n h^added to ,nch rolls, resulting In the Govern- 
ment paying for the program.” _______ 

[The Washington. Evening Star, Oct. 13, 19<11 
NEW CITAEEENGE SET ON I/tTNCH PROGRAM 
Bv James Welsh 

d,^,v H S,eWh"e 

nnd cost of the notion's school lunch K^5re" e ™®5nc2t' from doing what last 

"ES sVate^have elected to make eligible chil- 
dren from families with IncoiM higher than that Btnnt ,, an estimated 

cSfd “nfn thos" states'woulil be cut from the tree-lunch program, which 
currently serves some 1 m'lllon youngsters across the nation. 

Passed TJ XAinMoustY 

The new resolution was approved unaxdmouslyyesterday by the House sub 

“l before the 

U "l iTsmnd r s y tluTresoTution reflects the latest chapter in an adminlstratlon- 

^°It K ^a8 i^^^^ > \r<^^^ f t^^^cents 

House budget makers, announced regulations that lowered rrom ** 

the federal subsidy per lunch fm^ cvery so oo • » . Agriculture com- 

mBtee, ^sY'montli lritiuduc^ to^pend 

whatever 1 f ond^m^ghtVe 1 noce^'ry ‘froul'mi 4 lmport^uty ov^whlch h. ha. dis- 
ere 1 1 on. 
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Upped by a Penny 

The Senate, raising the subsidy figure per lunch by a penny to 46 cents, ap- 
proved the resolution. _ . . . . 

Last week, as the House subcommittee prepared to take up the issue. Agricul- 
ture officials announced they would go along with the higher subsidy figure. With 
no other change, that would have meant an outlay of $140 million more than the 
administration originally wanted to spend on the program. 

But to recoup most of that money, the department announced the new eligibil- 
ity requirement. 



rtJ.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, press release, Oct. 15, 1071] 

59 SENATORS WRITE PRESIDENT URGING WITHDRAWAL OF SCHOOL 

LUNCH REGULATIONS THAT WOULD DEPRIVE 1- MILLION CHIL- 
DREN OF LUNCHES 

Senators Hart (D-Micb), Cook (R-Ky.), Williams (D-NJ), Case (D-NJ), 
Cranston (D-Calif) and 54 other Senators today urged President Nixon to pre- 
vent USDA for issuing regulations that would eliminate 1.5 million poor children 
from school lunch programs. 

Full text of the letter is attached. 

J.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 

Washington, D.C. 

The President, 

The White House, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mb. President : We are writing to you once again out of a deep concern 
regarding the school lunch regulations which are being issued t hi s week by the 
Department of Agriculture. On September 9, 1971, forty-four Members of the 
United States Senate wrote a letter to you objecting to the proposed regulations, 
primarily because of the proposal to reduce the reimbursement rate for free and 
reduced price lunches to a state wide average of 35 cents per lunch, and because 
of the failure to provide for continuing the authority to transfer funds from 
Section 32 to the School Breakfast Program. Recently, it was announced that 
the Department would strike the 35 cent requirement and substitute a figure of 
45 cents. We think that this is certainly a step in the right direction and the in- 
dication that the Department of Agriculture was prepared to follow through on 
our mutual promise to feed u>e Nation’s hungry schoolchildren brought a re- 
action of considerable joy and confidence. 

Yet, at the same time, we now learn that the Department intends to arbitrarily 
limit the eligibility of poor children for the program by reversing its past policy 
by interpreting the national eligibility standard instituted by Public Law 91—248 
as a ceiling rather than a floor on participation. Such an interpretation violates 
both the letter and the spirit of the National School Lunch Act. 

The national eligibility standard for receiving free or reduced price lunches 
was one of the major changes in the National School Lunch Act made by Public 
Law 91-248. The law states that “any child who is a member of a household 
which has an annual income not above the applicable family size income level set 
forth in the income poverty guidelines shall be served meals free or at a reduced 
cost.” (42 U.S.C. 1751 §9.) This eligibility standard was explained on the floor 
of both Houses of Congress nnd in the Conference Committee Report on H.R. 
515, the legislation which promulgated the requirement. 

During the Senate consideration of this legislation it was made clear that the 
intent of the “ minimum eligibility standard” (emphasis ours) was to clarify 
eligibility for all schools. Children and parents would know precisely where they 




clear the intent of Congress that this eligibility . 

stated that “the Conference amendment to the eligibility standard for free and 
reduced price lunches makes it clear that every child from a household with an 
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income below the poverty level shall be served free or reduced price meals . . . 
It should be clear that, although the poverty guideline is the only mandatory 
national standard, children from a family meeting other criteria shaP also be 
eligible for free or reduced price school lunches.” (Conference Report 0^-1032.) 

In explaining the Conference Report on the floor of the House, Representative 
Quie, a member of the Conference Committee, explained that ‘‘the local school 
authorities retain their authority to provide free or reduced cost lunches for 
children who come from a family whose income is above the poverty lines. 

( Congressional Record; 5/4/70: H. 3805 ft*.) In a colloquy with Senator Tal- 
madge during Senate consideration of the Conference Report Senator Javits also 
made this clear when he said . . and very important, the poverty level stand- 
ard is a minimum level and is not a ceiling. Therefore, children who meet the 
poverty level criteria in a state like New York where the poverty level is above 
the national level, would still get free and reduced price lunches.” (Congressional 
Record : 4/30/70 : S. (3370 ft.) 

In addition, it must be clear that USDA in the year following the passage of 
Public Law 91-248 very well understood this intent of Congress. The school lunch 
regulations for the school year 1070—1071 provide eligibility levels over and above 
the minimum standard in this way : 

;\nv criteria Included by a school food authority in addition to the 
minimum criteria specified in this section shall relate to providing fiee 
or reduced price lunches to children who would not be eligible for such 
lunches under such minimiuin criteria, lu no event shall any such addi- 
tional criteria operate or be applied so as to deny free or reduced price 
lunches to children who qualify for such lunches under the minimum 
eligibility criteria required l>y this section. (Federal Register; Title 7, 
Chapter II, Part 245 § 245.3(b).) 

The purpose of the regulation cited above was to make it clear that all children 
under the minimum level would be served a free or reduced price lunch and that 
any additional criteria could be used only if it served to increase the participation 
rate and could not be used to deny a lunch to a child who would be eligible solely 
on the basis of income and family size. Thus in its regulations the Department 
has clearly made provision for local authority to adjust the minimum eligibility 
standard upwards based on variations in such things as cost of liv.'ng, geographi- 



cal peculiarities and so on. „ , ,. . . 

It is well established, then, that the intent of Congress in providing a minimum 
national eligibility standard was to see that all children under this level shall 
be served a free or reduced price lunch and that those who may require such a 
lunch because of any of a number of other circumstances, as determined by the 
state or local school authorities, shall be covered by the program as well. 

An interpretation of the eligibility standard as a ceiling rather than as i\J floor 
will serve to eliminate from tb.e program at least one million children who i would 
otherwise be eligible under the standards established by the states. This in itself 
may be conservative in view of earlier reports from some of the stat^For exam- 
ple, California estimates that 25 percent of the eligibles or 175,000 would be 
eliminated under these regulations; Michigan estimates that ^^000 would 
eliminated ; and New Jersey estimates that 50 percent or 75,000 would be elimi- 
nated. 



168 



1915 



In conclusion, Mr. President, we urge you to intervene in this situation im- 
mediately and to prevent what we must consider an unlawful interpretation of 
Public Law 91-248 which was passed by the Congress and signed by you as a 
ftdflllmentof our pledges to put an end to hunger in America’s schoolrooms. 

Sincerely, Philip A. Hart, 

Marlow W. Cook, 
Harrison A. Williams, 
Clifford P. Case, 

At. an Cranston. 



Clinton P. Anderson, 

Birch Bam, 

Lloyd Bentsen, 

Alan Bible, 

Quentin N. Burdick, 

Robert C. Byrd, 

Howard W. Cannon, 
Lawton Chiles, 

Frank Church, 

Alan Cranston, 

Thomas F. Eaglet on , 

J. W. Fulbright, 

Mike Gravel, 

Fred Harris, 

Philip A. Hart, 

Vance Hartke, 

Ernest F. Hollings, 
Harold Hughes, 

Hubert H. Humphrey, 
Daniel Inouye, 

Henry M. Jackson, 

Edward M. Kennedy, 
Warren G. Magnuson, 
George McGovern, 

Thomas J. McIntyre, 

Lee Metcalf, 

Walter Mondale, 

JosEpn M. Montoya, 

Frank E. Moss, 

Edmund S. Muskie, 
Gaylord Nelson, 

John O. Pa3tobe, 

Claiborne Pf.ll, 

William Pboxmibe, 
Jennings Randolph, 
Abraham Ribiooff, 

Wm. B. Spong, Jr., 

Adlai Stevenson, 

Stuart Symington, 

John V. Tunney, 

Harris >n A. Williams, Jr., 



Howard H. Baker, Jr., 

J. Glenn Beall, Jr., 

Henry Bellmon, 

J. Caleb Boggs, 

Edward Brooke, 

James L. Buckley, 

Clifford P. Case, 

Marlow W. Cook, 

Robert P. Griffin, 

Mark O. Hatfield, 

Jacob A. Javits, 

Charles McC. Mathias, Jr., 
Bob Packwood, 

Charles Percy, 

Rioiiard S. Schweiker, 
High Scott, 

Ted Stevens, 

Robert Taft, Jr. 
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[The New York Times, Oct- 15, 1971] 

DIXON S OWN EXPERT CRITICIZES CUTBACKS IN SCHOOL LUNCHES 

By Jack Rosenthal 

chiUlron. i thnt st**GncthGDGd thG likelihood tho,t 

asss 

Monday. Economy Reasons Cited 

And at a Senate °Muy^r ^a Harv^^utrltlonist^ho has 

jsrstsl ond " s cho,rman of tl,e 

*gr5^SSfflS“MSSta ,, SS tServlew, by tbe White Houee-a 

he The d budget office, he said, is pursuing “a narrow, legalistic approach at the 

“?n a fSrthS^vSopment, it was learned that at least 5C > Senators^ ^lmSing 
leaders of both parties, had signed a letter protesting the cuts, to be sent to tne 

^urb^Sorsentiment is taken as a strong indication that the Senate will 

endorse a House-passed bill in conference, also ^ext ^ministration plan to 

The Senate has already passed an earlier, different Administration pmn 

16 Thi s* phm ^oidd* Ins v<^ restric^d^h^amoun t of Federal 

The n prr b meaT subsidy* 1 was' " increased, but the number o' 

children was reduced. 

Right Hand Gives — Left Hand Takes 

This prompted angry assertions that the Administration was giving with one 

&TerV£“wed°&”y in the House committee session. Represent- 

^sSssss^^sss^a 

legislation we mean that it should be enforced- AdmtniafM 

e The measure reported out by the committee expressly barred the Administra- 
tio^l ram reducSr^B dumber of children served by the subsidized school lunch 

Pr 5S:cording to estimates by the Depaitment of Agriculture about GW.l^ ch lid r en 

would be eliminated from the program by the new F 5tte/flSSS 
Nutrition Committee, however, estimates thetotal at 1.5 mUlion.rrae latter gi 
is in accord with a survey last week by the House committee showing 1.2 million 

ln of thest* S an estimated total of 400,000 children would be cut in New York 
alone. 'K.ai fnct promp.od 19 members of the state’s House delegntlcm to send a 
trtint letter of protest today to Secretary of Agriculture Clifford M. Hardin. 

^ The House committee also endoraed,ap amendment, offered by Representative 
Tomtit V T 4eh rnier Hem ocr a t of the drffiix, requiring reversal of recent restric- 
tions iiPthe school breakfast program. This is a much smaller but rapidly grow- 

ln uV r M^yTr^stmed f at r ^en^K o^the Senate Nutrition Committee on the de- 
slrablUW S ftS sAiool lnnches B for AH ehlldren. This has been proposed by 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, HemocrUt or Minnesota. 



270 



1917 



Dr. Mayer said be thought such a program would cost as much as $7-billion. 
‘*1 would hope,” be said, ‘‘that we are smart enough not to nave spent $<- 
billion to buy lunch for all children in order to reach nil needy children. _ . 

“But if the t office of management and budgetl pressures continue to exercise 
themselves on the school lunch program with as much means spirit as they re* 
ceiitly have been exercised, they will leave us no recourse but to light for u uni- 
versal school lunch program.” . • 

The present Federal policy would permit subsidies only to children or t ami- 
ties b low tbe federally defined poverty level, now $3,940 for an urban family of 

* “B U t no one who has followed the issue would have expected the Administra- 
tion to interpret ‘needy’ to exclude people who are poor but not quite that desti- 
tute,” Dr. Mayer said later. 



[The Wall Street Journal, Oct. 15, 1071] 

HOUSE PANEL APPROVES UNANIMOUSLY BOOSTING SCHOOL-LUNCH 

SPENDING 

Bipartisan Slap at Administration Would Reverse Stricter Rules ; 

31—0 Vote Hints East Passaoe 

Washington — In a bipartisan rebuke to the Nixon administration, the House 
Education Committee unanimously approved legislation designed to increase ied- 
eral seen ding for free and reduced-price school lunches. 

The committee’s bill seeks to overturn regulations tbe Agriculture Depart- 
ment announced last week that would reduce the number of children eligible 
for school-luncli subsidies. The committee estimated that its measure v\ ould 
result in restoring subsidies from some 1.2 million children in 38 states. 

The 31-to-O committee vote suggests easy passage when the bill reaches the 
House iloor. The measure then would have to lie reconciled witli a Senate-passed 
hilt that has the same inrent but somewhat different provisions. 

The Xixou administration has been in hot water with Congress for several 
weeks over an original Agriculture Department plan to reduce outlays for school 
lunches. After the Senate passed its bill calling for higher subsides, the Agricul- 
ture Department sought to forestall House action by announcing last week that 
it would increase overall school lunch spending $135 million in the current school 
year. 

At the same time, however, the department imposed tighter eligibility stand- 
ards for subsidized lunches, and this brought a swell of protest from biglier- 
income states threatened with a loss of funds. Local and state pressure prompted 
both Republicans and Democrats on the House committee to support the legisla- 
tion repealing the eligibility rules. 



[The Washington Post, Oct. 15, 1071] 

CONGRESSIONAL REPORT: HOUSE UNIT RESTORES LUNCH PROGRAM 

The House Education and Labor Committee, by a 31 to O vote, yesterday re- 
buffed the Nixon administration’s plan to eliminate about one million poor chil- 
dren from the free school lunch program. 

The committee also authorized the administration to use special funds to meet 
state and local requests for an expanded school breakfast program for poor 
children. 

The House bill attempts to counterattack several proposals by the Agriculture 
Department for changes In school feeding programs. 

The administration originally attempted to limit lunch spending by providing 
only 35 cents of the cost of free meals for pOor children. Following passage of a 
Senate resolution ordering USDA to pay 46 cents, the department agreed to pay 
45 cents, but at the same time ruled ineligible about 1 million cnildren from 
families with income in excess of $3,940 annually for a family of four. 

The Education and Labor Committee ordered USDA to pay 46 cents and not to 
eliminate fnirlren now eligible for benefits. 
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It authorized use of special USDA funds to permit the department to expand 
the breakfast program. USDA had ordered states not to add new breakfast 
programs because funds are exhausted. 

The bill will be considered by the full House Monday. If approved, it will be 
considered in conference with a similar Senate bill. 

President Nixon then will have the option of signing or vetoing legislation that 
orders his administration not to carry out its plans. 



[The Washington Post, Oct. 1C, 10711 
SCHOOL LUNCH EDICT HIT BY 59 SENATORS 

Fifty-nine senators urged President Nixon yesterday to reverse an Agriculture 
Department edict that they said would deny at least one million poor children 
free lunches. 

The letter campaign was organized by Sens. Philip A. Hart (D-Mich. ), Marlow 
TV. Cook ( rt-Ivy. ) , Harrison P. Williams (D-N.J. ), and Alan Cranston (D-Calif.). 

The senators accused the Agriculture Department of interpreting the eligibility 
standards for free or reduced-price meals ns a ceiling rather than a floor. 

They urged the President to “intervene in this situation immediately and to 
prevent what we must consider an unlawful interpretation (of the law) which 
was passed by Congress and signed by you ns a fulfillment of our pledges to put 
an end to hunger in America's schoolrooms.” 



[The New York Times, Oct. 17, 1071] 



SCHOOL LUNCHES: THE SCRIPT CALLED FOR SOME EMPTY TRAYS 

By Jack Rosenthal 

Washington — National School Lunch Week was marked here last week, and 
the formalities were scrupulously observed. The President issued the usual proc- 
lamation. An elaborate display of child nutrition photographs went up in the 
Agriculture Department lobby. 

But in the eyes of many, these honorifics had ironic overtones. For while the 
bureaucracy was performing the mindless rituals the Administration was trying 
to eliminate as many as 1.5-million needy children — perhaps 400,000 in New York 
alone — from the most critical part of the school lunch program. 

This is the “free and reduced price” component, which now provides Federal 
funds for subsidized lunches for 7.3-million children, many of whom otherwise 
would not eat lunch at all. 

Thus there was widespread outrage when the Administration pressed a sus- 
tained effort to restrict the program. Dr. Jean Mayer, who has served as President 
Nixon’s chief adviser on hunger, said the Administration was pursuing ‘a nar- 
row legalistic approach at the meanest possible level.” An aroused Congress 
started to weigh in even more sternly. 

By a 31-to-O vote, a House committee last week cleared a bill forbidding tlie 
Administration to cut either the number dollars, or children in the program. 
A protest letter to the President quickly attracted tlie signatures of 50 Senators, 
including the Republican leaders. And there was general expectation that by 
the end of next week. Congress as a whole will bluntly order the Administration 

to reverse itself. , ... 

The Administration's conduct provoked almost as much astonishment ns out- 
rage. For the Administration had pledged to provide subsidized lunches to every 
needy child — and it has, with Congressional prodding, come close to that goal, 
doubling the number of children served since It took office in January, 1969. Just 
last March, the Department of Agriculture greatly liberalized Federal spending 
for the program. 

Then on 13, the department announced sudden new cutbacks in its finan- 

cial support of the program'. Since the department had already approved state 
feeding plans on the liberalized basis, nnd since schools were just days away 
from opening, there was turmoil. . , , . . 

Once back from vacation, an aroused (Senate quickly ordered the Administra- 
tion once again to i: :eose tpendingjjLATMli-flve days later, the Administration 

announced an ostensiole surrender on the financial side. But there was a catch. 
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Having failed, to cut the Federal subsidy per child, the Administration took a 
new tack. IsTow it would cut the number of children requiring subsidies, for- 
bidding states to use Federal funds for children of the near poor (which it largely 
left to the states to define), only permitting their use for the poor (families 
of less than $3,940 income ) . 

The official rationale was that same states had abused the program, subsidizing 
children who were not truly needy. 

Even critics concede there is a valid question about how far up the income 
scale the Federal subsidy should reach. But few believe the rationale ; making 
$3,940 the cutoff point for assistance was judged to be an obvious attempt at 
budget-cutting. 

According to one insider’s account, the August effort to restrict Federal sub- 
sidies came only after White House budget officials refused an Agriculture De- 
partment plea for more money. 

And the case for cynicism about the second effort at cutting the program is 
plain just from the art tliiuetic, says John R. Kramer, a leading figure in the anti- 
hunger lobby. The cost of tlie August proposal — more children but less money 
per child — would total $432-millioii. ’‘Isn’t it odd,” lie asks, “that tlie second 
approach — more money but fewer children — also totals out to $432-inilLioii?” 

Even with legislative relief now imminent, some Congressmen are so angered 
by the Administration’s conduct that they want to deprive it of any discretion 
and give free lunches to all schoolchildren to insure tlmt all needy children are 
covered. _ 

Dr. Mayer, among others, opposes this, arguing it could cost $«-billion, ouly a 
fraction of which would reach the needy. But, lie said last week, if the Admin- 
istration’s budget pressures continue with as mean a spirit, “that will leave us 
with no recourse but to fight for a universal school lunch program” — even one 
tlmt costs $7-l»iliion. 



[Tlie Washington I'ost. Oct. 17. 1071 J 

UN KE SOLVED QUESTION: WILL THE GOVERNMENT FEED 

THE HUNGRY? 



By Nick Ivotz 



When the Johnson administration asked Congress for $1 million to start a pilot 
school breakfast program for poor children. Rep. Jamie Wlijtten replied indig- 
nantly : “Do yon contemplate having a pilot dinner program— evening meals — 
called supper where I grew up ?” 

Whitten’s reaction was predictable: As chairman of the House Agriculture Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee, he never has showed much sympathy for federal 
programs to feed the poor or do anything else to help them. But Whitten, in his 
own folksy manner, posed a question which is still unresolved — the extent of the 
federal responsibility to feed tlie hungry of this nation. 

Resolution of that question becomes increasingly important as the Nixon 
administration in program after program has attempted to impose a celling on 
federal food aid. In almost every instance. Congress has reacted by ordering the 
administration to feed all ci the poor. 

Only five years ago- — or 10 at the most — there was no issue. Tlie problems of 
hunger and * malnutrition, along with the. other results of poverty, were seen 
dimly if at all by' the public and the government. It was assumed that the Sal- 
vation Army, local government or private charity kept anyone from going 
hungry. 

There were relatively small federal food programs — food stamps, surplus com- 
modities, and school lunches- — but no one in or out of government looked closely 
to see whether they actually met the needs of the poor. The programs were 
adopted to help American agriculture dispose of its surpluses, and they were 
administered with that thought in mind. 

Since 1907, however, an ever-growing bnnd of food aid reformers has zeroed 
in on the problem of hunger and the inadequacy of federal programs. This awak- 
ening to hunger was part of a larger awakening to the problems of severe pov- 
..erty in our affluent land. * •' 

It was not by accident that educators such as Resile Dunbar of tlie Field 
Foundation concentrated on hunger. Thinking pragmatically, they saw little 
hope of achieving rapid gains for the pqqr t .ln welfare, housing, or job training. 
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3fasHSi£S3a i gg3ass ss 

f-ec or reduced price school lunches today compared with 2 "JUlon earlier, ine 

, ao«,l breakfast program has Rone frou. a pilot 7“^.^. Vf r «r ,. U 
to one reaching almost 1 million children. And a summer feedin^ i fe 
feeding several million children in day care and recreation centers 
rpj,„ federal costa of these programs has risen from several luirdrc 
to more than $3 billion a year. Congress ^pcatedly 

to hunger in America'* and to provide every poor 
^Local^ciUzenf church and welfare rights groups have insisted that their com- 

tss?asst » 

nt»fl bv Congress and the reformers— has repeatedly made far larger federal 
2immlfmiSts ?o meet the food needs of the poor. The federal government in 
effect . moved to fill a basic human need that had been largely Ignored by state 

“‘l'Jt'nt the"err°miment that tlie country may be on the verge of fulBllli.g a 
commitment, the Nixon administration has begun to reexamine its 1 

It is balking at completing the Job of reaching several million children. J'ho 
still don’t have free lunches. It tried to cut 1 million persons from the food 
stnmn program It is now trying to eliminate 1 million children already in the 
free* ?unch 8 progrnm. And most Ironically. It Is pushing a welfare reform bill 
that would eliminate food stamps, and could leave 90 per cent of the welfare poor 

with less total aid than they receive today. i« 

Part of the administration’s reexamination of its food aid coinmltment ls 
purely fiscal. The Bureau of Management and Budget has repeatedly resisted 
providing more funds for programs that keep outgrowing their budgets. 

P Part of the administration’s re-thinking is philosophical. The administration 
believes that state and local governments are shirking from their duty to pay 

rmrt of the cost of school lunches. . , 

Finally, the administration’s commitment to feeding the hungry is compro- 
mised by its political approach to welfare reform. In trying to design a welfare 
bill that appealed to conservatives, the admlnlstiatlon had to save money and 

m ThusM^'hns* pushed through the House a welfare bill that could badly blur 
Its commitment “to put an end to hunger in America.” A family of tour In I>os 
Angeles, Calif., that now gets $2,600 a year welfare cash and $600 In food stnmp 
benefits could come out with $2,400 in welfare and no food stamps Food once 
ngnln would be tho budget item, which has to give way to paying the landlord 

'"so 1 1 he °hmiger issue is yet unresolved. The country. In a surge of emotion, 
legislation and political rhetoric made a large commitment to alloviute one 
problem of poverty. Perhaps the implications of that commitment were not thor- 
Nevertheless, Congress had repeatedly, by large bi-partisan votes, told the 
administration It wants to end hunger In America. 

And the poor have been given good reason to believe that they now will have 
more to eat tbar empty promises- 



[Tlie Washington Post. Oct. IS. 10711 
NIXON ORDERS CLARIFYING OF SCHOOL LUNCH RULES 

It- spending to nn appeal from 59 senators, the White House announced yester- 
day that President Nixon has ordered the Agriculture Department to “clarify" 
a controversial set of school-lunch regulations Imposed earlier this fall. 

“Tho President, has long been committed to the achievement of a program 
which provides a school lunch to every needy child.” Presidential Assistant Wil- 
liam E. Timmons said In a letter to the senators. The letter, dated Saturday, was 
made public yesterday. 
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The senators ashed Mr. Nixon Friday to stop the Agriculture Department 
from setting “unlawful” guidelines they estimated would cut more than one mil- 
lion children from the federal school-lunch program. 

Timmons said Mr. ND.on “has been aware of questions raised concerning the 
Department of Agriculture's implementation of Ills policy and bus directed tne 
department to immediately clarify its regulations.” 

The controversy over school lunches begun in inifl* tugiist when, just thiee 
weeks before many schools were scheduled to open, the department set new 
limits on how much federal help states would receive for thcii lunch programs. 

Ijiist year the federal government paid on a sliding scale that ranged ns high 
as til) cents for each lunch served for or at a reduced price to needy children. 

The new guidelines guarantee 35 cents for such lunches. 



IThc Wash'ngton Evening Star, Oct. 10. 1071] 

AGRICULTURE BOWS TO CRITICS, ENDS SCHOOL LUNCH CUTBACK 

The Agriculture Department’s effort to cut costs iu the nation’s school lunch 
program for the needy has ended before it began. 

Buckling under heavy congressional opposition, n Department spokesman an- 
nounced yesterday that the new regulations, issued Oct. b to take effect jcsierd.ij* 

would be rescinded. „ A , ... „ ^ 

At almost the same time, the House took the first step toward cancelling the 
proposed regulations with a new law. The vote was 354-0 on a bill to set the 
program hack on its previous footing. 

The dispute began Ang. 13, when the federal agency published proposed new 
regulations for reimbursing states participating in the school lunch program. 

Two Actions Involved 

Two actions were Involved. First, Agriculture set a poverty-level guide as 
S3.P40 for a family of four, raising it from $3,730 and calling it a celling rather 
than a floor. Thus, states that defined poverty at a higher income level, bringing 

children Into the food program, would beheld back. , . . 

Second, the department decided that cash assistance to states would be ba.'.eu 
on a total of 35 cents for each free or reduced-price lunch, instead of 43 cents. 
Critics of the department’s plan argued that it would deny 1.3 million child! on 

free or reduced-cost breakfasts and lunches. „ , ... 

In a state-bv-stnte survey, the House Lducntion and Labor < ommlttce d< - 
tcrinined that more, not less, federal help Is needed. Some of 8.0 million j 

arc covered by the program this year, the committee said, an increase* of 
million over last spring. 

$511 Million Ni-.eokd 

In dollars, the need added up to $511 million, the House panel reported. Agri- 
culture had -imposed to make $300.1 million available. 

The House bill that passed yesterday would bar tin* federal ic:eno> trom 
cutting back and directs that all needy children shall he fed. The mimimmi rate 
of reimbursement would he raised to a total of 4b cents iw-r meal, lhe estimate! 

l , Ro^ Romania Puclnski " d-I u", pressed for passage of the bill yesterday despite 
the change of mind at Agriculture, to assure that there would be no rollback m 

U The Agriculture Department also got a push from the ^ki te House, 
find been denounced by Democrats as an enemy of needy children. I result n 
NlxonA?dered the agency to “clarify” Its position. Within 24 hours, the proposed 
regulations were abandoned. 



[The Washington Post, Oct. 19, 1971] 

U.s. DROPS CUT IN SCHOOL LUNCH PLAN 

The Nixon Administration, bowing to Congressional pressure yesterday 
dropped a regulation that would have eliminated more than on«* million children 
from the free school lunch program. 
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The action came after ”.<> senators hart protested to President Nixon against 
the cutback ami Inst before the House, by a 353-t<> 0 vote, ordered that the Hill- 

ilrt-n not be dropped. ^ , 

r riie Agriculture Department iuuiouucod that it would continue providing toil- 
eral aid for children declared eligible by the states for free or reduced-priced 

Earlier ill a coat-saving (‘flforl, I’SPA said eligibility would he limited to cliil- 
<lren from families of four with $3,!>10 or less income. 'Hie estimated saving was 
S47 million. Members of Congiess proii*MG(l that the H)<0 School bunch Heforui 
A< t permitted states to have more generous eligibility requirements. 

More than -40 states would have been forced to cut hack on the number of 

poor children eligible. , . . ,. 

officials of the Children’s Foundation warned yesterday that the Agriculture 
Department still might reduce the number of eligible children in about 30 major 
urban school » -stems. These are city schools which were permitted by states to 
have more gene rous eligibility than state standards. Virginia, for example, lias 
permitted Arlington, Fairfax, and Falls Church schools to have more generous 

C ' l Riclia rd r I?vng! 'assistant secretary of Agriculture, said children will not be 
dropped if states authorize local school districts to use easier standards. 

The Ilouse-passed bill, ordering the Department ml to cut children from the 
p ogram, mm' goes to conference with a similar Senate bill. Both the Senate and 
House reacted against various proposed changes which would have reduced 
federal support of the school lunch program. But the administration apparently 
now has compiled with the congressional orders. 



[The Xcw York Times. Oct. 10. 1071] 

HOUSE ORDERS NIXON AIDES NOT TO CUT PUPIB BUNCHES 

It Passes Bu i., 353 to 0. Only Hours After Administration Abandons 1*i.an— 

Measure Is Sent to Senate 

By Jack Rosenthal 

Washington Oct. IS— The House, by a 353-to-O vote, passed legislation today 
ordering the Administration to abandon its plan to eliminate federal school luneh 
subsidies for as nmnv as 1.5 million needy children. .... 

The action came onlv hours after the Administration, anticipating the senti- 
ment for the Urn's,!. had announced abandonment of the plot.. But its new plon 

remains somewhat eheapir than that called for uy the House 

,,|| „w goes to the Senate, which Inis already deeisoly voted a Rlmllnr, 

1 Iniuah iia n-mver measure. The principal question is whether the Senate will 
\\l ”nt»s!led wltli tin* Adadnist rat ion's new position or older it to accept all !><<*' 

' * Tnduv’V revised Vdmlnistmtion position came after President Nixon ordered 
„,e "n.^runent of ABrRum.ro t\. clurlfy Its subsidised lunch regulations 

* " Tld, 11 . .Viler was disclosed vesterilny In n White House letter to 59 Senators 
,vho had written to Mr. Nixon Friday to protest the Administrations proposed 

C ""Ti,e President has long been committed to the n^n m ent pnwmm 

' Vll \o( , io , n rn iw ll rhe n iIou^' 1 enme ll «mv C 12 r <liO^ K n^(ei tl.e Administration nnnon red 
„s' s«oml effort to restrict Federal luneh snhsldies. despite their wide populnr- 

‘'•Vhe^fre^Mi.l reduced price" program, n component of tl.e national school 
luneli prog rmn. Is designed to provide at least one decent meal daily to needy 

'' l On r A , ,'/"i' ,, ',.m" S >e l in rr rl! o n t" ^ 'f XgwTeultnre mu.om.ee.1 n new. stricter dojinl- 
" Pmmresslol.nl studies showed that this could mean the ellmlim- 

,,0 Ti,e t liouse'hiu 'forbw"' 'thT^mlnistraHon^o'mVt' the ““n ,b e r ot 11 

also renXs sharp increases in the np.ot.nt of Federal subsidy for each child. 
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The prior subsidy level was an average of 35 cents a meal. The bill raises the 
amount to 40 cents ntul also directs that this be the minimum subsidy, not the 

This is one of three principal differences between the nill and the Adminis- 
tration’s new position, expressed in revised regulations of the Department of 
Agriculture. The regulations adopt the 4U-cent level, but ns an average, not a 

IU Concessional observers said today that use of an average would be cheaper. 
Agriculture ollicials said that use of a minimum would he n departure and 

would mom. » Jump In Federe! spending for 
me nrwmm. from nbot.t StllO-milll.m to r- 2 .--.nilllon. Tin- Inner llgure lu “more 
than lOtl times $4.8-inlllion that was available" three years ago, according to 

1 ,U \ ^second I possLble difference is whether the Agriculture Department will go 
along with slates that allow cities to define ‘-needy ’ children at a higher iu- 

( °The ^uesd'on ^'ffects^lOO.OOh children in rhlladelplua, Newark, Portland, 

°c 5 nfltrtlSf "nteJpCtatioiis of the House bill on this point were expressed on 
('nnitnl Hill todav Also, the new regulations arc unclear on the Issue, Iticlia 1 il 
K Lyng! ^Assistant ^eretary of Agriculture. ,u knowledge*. "They will be clurl- 

* let \ ^h°rd” difference is that the regulations say nothing about the school break- 
fast program while the bill would undo -cent agriculture restrictions. Tins 
pro-rnm now serve® about a million children. Mr. Dyng said that breakfast 

I,r S“ v!fvS »* t,1C rr biU r iS "n 

X {he IhS bm «!iy ^’{uk^dlr^UyVlhe’S^e "ho I***' 

11 ^The*!^ refer® to YeatxicVio^ of children covered. 

The Administration first proposed that plan live days after the Sena e \o e. 



|T1h* Wall St root Journal. Oct. 1S>. 1 tl 7 1 1 

\r»MIN!STUATlON CANCELS ATTEMPTS TO PARE SCIIOOL-LVNOIl 
' SYSTEM II Y CTTItm.sTS ELIGIBILITY 

n-w,.ivn,.\-Tlif NKon nUmlnlsI ral Ion. In the lasl of sove-nl m.iiiewlial h«- 
wilderlng inanetivers on school lunch funding, agreed to provide tree am h* 
3um l-prleo meals for all children qualified Agrb-ull ure 

The latest announcement, made through ^ £ *" g ^V el ^ they 

Secretary, puts the administration s school _ lut cl 1 • f somew lmt different 

*£!? to force „.o 
'''Mr'Lvngv’^aJorcon^sio,. ,v»s to otfor fedorol support for free ; mul roUuce.1 

^ ' hit ■ ii,iv >• 
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The latest concession also promised a Guaranteed federal coldnbntion of six 
cents each to the cost of all school lunches. Previously, the guaranteed figure 
had been set at five cents. As announced earlier, the government s share of free 
and reduced-price lunches will be a minimum 40 cents, or 10 ^ nt ® *5 Jlfl 
the Agriculture Department originally proposed. The government estimates the 
cost of the typical school meal at abv’it 60 cents. Payments by .‘dates, localities 

and school children cover the remainder of the coat. . . . - . 

The final retreat aparently was intended to get the administration out of in- 
creasingly hot water with Congress. The latest sign of this disi, easure the 
353-0 House vote, taken after Mr. Dyug’s anonncement, in favor of a bill that 
would require full funning for the program and support of state-eligible 

y °A. n Senate bill failed to address the state eligibility question, and the difference 
would have to be reconciled in a House-Senate conference comm.ttee. But it 
isn’t certain if school lunch hackers in Congress will choose to carry the legisla- 
tion any further. 



[The New York Times, Oet. 21, 1971] 

FOOD. NOT PROMISES 

The White House statement that "the President has long been committed to 
the achievement of a program which provides a school lunch to every 
child” would he more persuasive had the Department of Agriculture not pers.stul 

ill stratagems to bar needy children from the program. c, . . 

4 unanimous Hou c e joined vesterdny in a voice vote by the Senate 

or^rVta‘Z,"^;;..V abandon plans to tighten »hnj.H®nch ay 

roaulroment*. Tills clearly indicates tliat Congress has lost; faitli In White H""- 
pledges as long ns latremierntle manipulations continue to ' nnMrcnt then,. I n 
extent of the crisis of call, lento was nnderseored when J“” ?J,Xo C th.n 

Nixon s chief adviser on hunger, recently denmtneetl the A lmlnlstintloti s ncti 
ns -a narrow legalistic approach at the meanest possible level. 

\nnarentlv the accountants have been allowed to deal with what is a lnr i.mi 
tarh^^leln'T^s^enttlng device Is 

have done little comparison food shopping. „ rt .. Tt , 

TTnMl there is convincing evidence that wnat the White House claims by the 
Agriculture Department, Congress Is justified in itR extraordinary action o 1»°* 
hlbiling Administration cutbacks. Hungry children cannot eat promises. 



[Tho New York Times. Oct. 21, 1971] 

PUP ID I/UNCH BIDE IS SENT TO NIXON 
Senate, Dike House, Passes Measure Unanimously 
By .Tack Rosenthal 

Was hivc ton Oct. °0 The Senate passed today by unanimous voice vote 

lathm ToriSfng Sn^ln federally subsidised schooWnnches for n^dy^h.l- 
dren. The measure, approved Monday by the House, 3«io to 0, g 

Pl parUcularlv lu view of Congressional unanimity, the President is thought sure 
to sign the legislation. New Department of Agriculture regulation r^ecting the 
Congressional mandate, would follow within a matter of days, officials said. 

These would end a heated controversy that began Aug. 13 when the Agricul- 
ture Department Issued regulations to limit the amount of Federal subsidy for 
each needy child. When that step was challenged by Congress, the department 
announced, on Oct 0, a plan to limit instead, the number of chHaren eligible to 
receive subsidies 
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On Monday, hours before the House vote, the Agriculture Department an- 
nounced a substantial reversal. It said that it would no longer seek to limit the 
number of children and would increase, to 40 cents, the average subsidy for 

But the measure now enacted by both houses requires that the 46-cent subsidy 
be a minimum, not an average. This will cost at least somewhat more. IIow much 
more, officials could not estimate today. 



7.3 Million Pupils Aided 



The present program of free and reduced-price lunches serves 7.3 million 
children. The current budget is !j>390-milliou. The Administration has estimated 
that it will cost $525-million, assuming a 40-cent average. , . . . 

On the issue of eligibility, the new legislation forbids the Administration to 
change present standards during the current fiscal year. This means that children 
who are near-poor, as ■well as those whose families’ income is less than the official 
poverty level, will continue to be served. _ . 

These near-poor children would have been eliminated by the earlier Adm nis- 
tration plan Congressional estimates put the number in jeopardy at 1.5-million, 



400.000 in New York alone. . 

Before the Senate vote, Senator Herman E. Talmadge, Democrat of Georgia, 
sought to clarify an eligibility question left ambiguous In the House. 

Some states permit individual cities to define needy children at a higher in- 
come figure than the statewide average. If this was eliminated, 100,000 children 
would be affected. 

But it is his understanding. Senator Talmadge said in response to question on 
the floor, that the legislation prohibits elimination of this procedure during the 
•current fiscal year. 

Separate Guidelines 



The new measure also calls for the Administration to lift recently proposed 
restrictions on subsidies for sehool breakfasts, a smaller but growing program. 
The Vgriculture Department, in its reversal statement, Monday, did not refer to 
this irogram. Officials say that separate guidelines are expected. 

The new agriculture position came after President Nixon, responding to a letter 
of protest from 59 Senators, ordered the department to “clarify” its position. 

In a statement on the floor today, Senator Talmadge took note of the change, 
saying that he was “pleased that the Department of Agrieu ture finally yielded 
on most issues.” 

“However,” he continued, “the schoolchildren of the country deserve a final 
answer. They deserve to know whether they are going to receive free lunches 
during this school year.” 



| The Washington Pont. Oct. 1*1, 10711 

CONGRESSIONAL REPORT: SCHOOL LUNCH BILL APPROVED 

The Senate approved and sent to the White House yesterday legislation assur- 
ing fully funded sehool lunches for poor and needy children. 

By voice vote, the Senate accepted a House-passed bill which would prevent the 
Nixon administration from cutting the number of eligible children or reducing 
the funds. 

In response to congressional outcries, the administration reversed earlier edicts 
which would have cut the average subsidy per meal to 35 cents and eliminated, 
according to Capitol Hill sources, some 1.5 million children from the program. 

The new regulations, which generally follow the mandate of the bill, increase 
the subsidy to 40 cents and restore the previous eligibility standards. 



[The Washington Post. Oct. 22. 10711 



THE FREE LUNCH REVERSAL 



In a burst of candor, a Department of Agriculture official concerned with 
food and nutrition testified recently in 9 spate hearings that one way to move 
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bis agency is by pressure. “Action by the Congress,” said Richard Lyug, an 
assistant secretary, “would perhaps force our hand, force us to move more 
quickly than we might otherwise do.” This appears to be exactly what happened 
this week concerning the free school lunch program. Two weeks ago, the De- 
partment of Agriculture issued a regulation that would have prevented more 
than one million children from continuing to receive free school lunches, More 
than 40 states would have been forced to cut hack the number of poor children 
eligible ; the department would have saved S47 million. Quickly, the Senate and 
House acted. Fifty-nine senators protested directly to the President; the House, 
l»v a .'1.73-0 vote, ordered that the children not be dropped. 

' This is hardly the ideal way to run a department ; much less a food program — 
force us and sve’ll do it. Nor does it suggest that the administration’s concern 
for poor children is especially high. But after the politics of it all is put aside, 
at least now the children will be fed. From their viewpoint— to look at it that 
wav, for once — it matters little who came to their rescue, but only that someone 
in Washington did. Both Congress and the Department of Agriculture can take 



praise for the new policy. . . , 

It remains unclear at this moment whether the department will permit states 
to authorize their local subdivisions to have more generous eligibility guidelines. 
In Virginia, for example, the state uses the $3,940 guideline but, has allowed 
Arlington, Fairfax and Falls Church to provide free lunches to children in 
families of four witli less than $4,940 income and reduced-price lunches to 
families of four with .ess than $5,350 income. Now that the broad stroke oi. 
reform has been made, it is hoped these smaller— hut no less crucial— concerns 

will lie attended to by Agriculture officials. . 

Considering the knot in which the food lunch program is tied—' Congress pulls 
this way and Agriculture the other, with the helpless children caught betwe i 
the time is right to begin thinking about a universal free school Pinch program 
for all American children. Senator Humphrey and Representative > Perkir ^ hai e 
introduced legislation. The idea has merit forsevernl / ea « on n s r ^ 
nutrition is as much a part of education as adequate books and, second, if all 
children were to receive free lunches, the Agriculture De . p n a ^ tl “^ 1 t on W % 1 ^ t °n 
have to .-olicit pressure upon itself before it can swing into action. That lit 

itself would be a considerable gain. 



[The Washington Tost, Nov. 7. 3971] 

EXCERPT FROM ARTICLE BY CARROLL KILPATRICK 
Washington Post Staff Writer 

On Saturday afternoon, the President, signed House .Toint Resolution 9_3 
amending the School Lunch Act to define minimum reimlmrsenient rates and 
eligibility standards the Agriculture Department mus: establish to nssuie that 
needv school children receive a five or reduced price lunch- , , „ thp 

The act in effect prevents the Secretary of Agriculture from tedueing Hie 
program and directs him to reimburse schools at a minimum rate of 40 cents a 
lunch or at cost if lower. 



[Associated Press Dispatch. Nov. S. 19711 

SCHOOL LUNCH BUDGET 

By Austin Scott, Associated Press Writer 

Washington (AP) — Although they fought hard for it, supporters of the 25-year- 
old federal school lunch program have mixed emotions about the congressional 
resolution that keeps the program from being cut back this year. 

“It’s a major victory in the short run,” Gerald Cassidy, counsel for the Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, said of the resolution signed 
Sntimlnv by President Nixon. . , . . ... .. „ 

“We prevented the administration from doing . . . every restrictive thing they 

planned to do,” he said, “but the question remains ns to what they will attempt 

to do through legislation next year to limit the program.” 

Barbara Bode, vice president of The Children’s Foundation, a private group that 
monitors government food programs^ even optimistic about the short-term 

effects. . 
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“I see this us a star backwards,” she said. “The resol ution is .iiore res tviet ive 
than the law it was supposed to reinforce. It s a classic example ot too little ana 

too late, and it cuts the program’s flexibility.” . cin<r 

For example, she an Ul, the resolution prevents school distucts from iaisin & 

their income eligibility guidelines if the cost of living rises. , . f 

In addition, her foandntion claims that Hie program has already been juit 
because a number of school districts, uncertain about the lunch program s inuiL 
form, cut Imek their own spending. 

Tin* resolution, passed mumiinously by the House and the Senate in the tliau 
week of October/ was Congress’ reaction to a thrue-montli campaign by the Agri- 
culture Department to cut back the program. . _ 

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng said lie was looking for a way 
to make states and school districts pay a larger share of the program, which now 
costs the government $1.2 billion a year. 

Just before schools opened in September, the department announced it would, 
reduce the amount of money it paid for every lunch that schools ser\cd free, oi 
at a reduced price, to needy children. 

When that provoked protests from Congress and state authorities the depart- 
ment partially rescinded its cutback. . 

Instead, the department would limit its payments to free or cut-price lunches 
given to children whose families earned less that $3,1)40 a year, the federal goA- 
ernment’s poverty line for a family of four. 

Because many school districts were getting federal money tor meals served 
under their own, much higher poverty guidelines— up to $0,500 in San Francisco • 
another wave of protest broke, culminating in the joint resolution. 

In effect, the resolution ordered the Agriculture Department to carry on the 
program at its Oct. 1 level. 

Miss Bode is fond of pointing out that two years ago Dr. Jean Mayer, a Har- 
vard nutrition expert then adviser to President Nixon on the problem of lumgei* 
pledged that regardless of the cost, all the nation's needy .schoolchildren would 
get free or cut-price lunches by Thanksgiving 1070, 

Today, almost a year after that target date, the American School Food Service 
Association estimates there are still 5 million needy schoolchildren not reached 

by the program. ^ . , * , . , 

“At the moment the pro-lunch forces seem to have won a near total v ietoi , but 
in this businss, victory sometimes seems to l>e as elusive as a head of mercury, 
said Sen. Philip Hart, D-Mich. 

“The administration is clearly very economy-miiuled and It put a high premium 
on keeping the budget down, while the majority of the Senate put a very big i 
premium on eon tinning to expand the nation’s school feeding program, ^ lie said. 

“Naturally when yon have a difference of philosophy like this you re going 
to have one side writing language to implement tlieir philosophy and tlie other 
side* searching that language word for word to find ways to accomplish their 

ends.” 

Rodney Leonard, a former Agriculture Department official now heading the 
Community Nutrition Institute ill Washington, said debate over the proginm 

brought oat several new issues. . 

Congress realized, he said, that the present law “allows the executive branch 
almost a carte blanche authority to rewrite policy in the guise of implementing 

congressional mandates. . , . 

“Whet Congress is doing is turning over the primary poluy implementation 
to the states,'’ Leonard said, “trying to build several kinds of restrictions to 
prevent the Agriculture Department from trying to impose standards on the 
s t a f e^ * 9 

T.vng said his department is working on a new school lunch law. Asked whether 
it would be presented to Congress by the end of the current school year in June 

1,P "i n would hope well before that. But we may not ever got around to it. A lot 
will depend on whether we can reach some sort of concensus.” 

Sen. George McGovern. (D-S.D.l, who chairs the Senate nutrition committee, 
also is working on a new law, much broader in scope than the present on*. 
Cassidy predicted it would leave no options to the department but to provide 
school lunches for all needy children. 

“I believe that next voar there will be an opposite attempt to rest net the l ro 
gram to the neediest of the needy,” he said, “and that fight, I think, will he a 

major one.” 
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Appendix 5 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION TO THE HEARING 



Passage of Senate Joint Resolution 157 



[From the Congressional Record, Oct. 1, 1971] 

free lunches-reduced price lunches for needy children 

The Acting President 

r 

consideration 1 of 3 15L?hf Ichoo, lunch measure, which 

the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows : 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 157) to assure that v,. 

receive a free or reduced price lunch as required )y section 9 of the Isa 

tional School Lunch Act. 

Mr. Talmadge. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the n^esof the 

q i! natS^om W^Jn£^?°^m2w5) a aid the distinguished Senator from 
Indfana (Mr? Bayh) be add€d Vs cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 15*. 
rp\ 10 AfTiNQ President pro tompore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr" I ask unanimous consent that 

f hn Pnmmiffpe on Agriculture and Forestry be agreed to and that tm text ox 
?he SluUoSas rf?SSSSTed he considered as original text for the iiurpose 

0f Th?AoTlM e pa?smENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 

“”?ho committee amendment, ns agreed to, Is as follows: on page 8, insert the 
following new sections: 

SBC. 2. Funds made availa’ ' * * hilrtin^r^meet 1 their Obligation? with respect to the 

Sr?icc h o?fr°“:n“ reAuert" rlcc limchM. and auch funds snail be apportioned and paid as 

XofmMar.\“^d r r„ r iood *£>££1 IK.SW it'fiSJ. »hS 

thereof the following : “Such ro^imumpern^^ amount for espe- 

“■ ,r “ •” a 

reduced price lunchee for all needy children. 

Mr. Talmadge. Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolution ^ 
every needy schoolchild will receive a free or reduced-price lunch as required y 

Se TWs resolution ^^nn Emergency resolution, ^? a ^ ^|^ywaTpr ^fphated 

weeks before many schools opened their doors. 

(1929) 



9 

ERIC 



182 



1930 



o 

ERIC 



The rat.* of reimbursement whic h is provided by these regulations will not en- 
able many school districts to finance a school luucli program which provides a 
free or red need-price lunch to every needy child in the school. The schools are 
already in operation, but their school lunch program is in a state of clmos. 
Irreparable damage has already been done because some school districts have 
been forced to cut hack or eliminate their free lunch program. 

Mr. President, this is tragic. ...... 

It is tragic because last year Congress passed a law which required that c\ei> 
needy schoolchild in the Nation receive a free or rediured-priee lunch. 1 his la « 
made it unmistakably clear that if a schoolchild cannot alford to pay anything 

for lunch, he is to receive thut lunch free. e , ■nnKiw* 

It is tragic because when President Nixon signed tins bill into law, Public 
Law 91-248? lie promised to put an end to hunger among American schoolchildren. 

It is small wonder that there is a credibility gap L America when the ftedeinl 
Government makes a commitment and passes a law wlucli requires that e'e y 
needy schoolchild he fed and then refuses to make the money available to canj 

° U \lthon^“ re^mSfble damage has been done to the school lunch program al- 
though many school administrators have lost confidence in the program anil al- 
though iminv schoolchildren are not receiving the lunches they are entitled to 
under the law. Congress can undo much of the damage that lias been done by 

taking prompt action on this emergency resolution. Tn .,ni <us 

I was the original Senate sponsor of the bill which became Puolic Law 91 -48, 
th J law which mandates the feeding of every needy schoolchild in America. 
When this law was enacted, I did not regard it as just an empty promise. , 

I do not intend to stand by and .see the law ignored or subverted by ad in- 
istrative regulations and inaction. Therefor, I introduced on September 20 Senate 
Joint Resolution 157. Subsequently, after conferring with school lunch leaders, 

I agreed to offer three amendments to this resolution. The Committee on Agncul- 
turl and Forestry agreed on September 29 to report Senate Joint Resolution lo7 
with the amendments that I offered in the committee session. 

First? three t^h ^Secretary of Agriculture to use section 32 funds to the H e JJ®Ji 
necessary to assure every needy child the free or reduced-price lunches that he 
is entitled to under section 9 of ^ne N&tioiml School Luncii Act. . _ 

Second, require the Secretary to determine and report to Congress the needs 
for additional funds to carry out the school breakfast and nonfood assistance 
programs at levels which will permit expansion of the school breakfast and lunch 
programs to all schools desiring such programs as rapidly as practicable. 

Third provide that the maximum per-lunch limitation container in section 
11(e) of the National School Lunch Aet on the amounts of funds that States may 
reimburse schools for spccifil nssistunco under section 11 shall not bo fixed by e 

Secretary at less than 40 cents. , . ,, . 

The first two provisions T described would be applicable only to the current 
fiscal year which ends on June 30, 1972. The use of section 32 fund... would be 
authorized only until a supplemental appropriation could be enacted, and the 
supplemental appropriation would reimburse the section 32 funds for the amount 
spent for school lunches under the authority of this resolution. 

The third provision which I described, the provision fixing the maximum per- 
lunch limitation at not less than 40 cents, would be permanent legislation. 

Mr. President, I became aware of the current crisis in the school lunch pro- 
gram during the congressional recess in August. I spent the recess period making 
speeches and visiting constituents in Georgia. In the week before Congress 
ended its recess, I began to get frantic calls and letters from school lunch ad- 
ministrators over the State concerning the school lunch regulations which had 
been published by the Department of Agriculture on August 13. , 

These school lunch administrators were frantic because they had planned 
their school lunch program for the coming school year on the assumption that 
they would receive the same rate of reimbursement, for free and reduced-price 
lunches that they had received at the end of the last school year. 

During the last few months of the past school year, schools in Georgia had re- 
ceived over 42 cents per meal to reimburse the cost of preparing and serving 
free and reduced-price lunches. Now, as they were opening the doors of their 
schools for the new school year, they were told flint they would receive only 
35 cents to reimburse the cost of free and reduced-price lunches. 
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This of course, placed the school districts in an impossible situation. There 
are only two sources that local school officials could turn to in order to make up 
the funding deficit. They could either increase the price of lunches foi aiose chil 
dren who are able to pay for lunchesj or they could attempt to raise additional 

10 As ^practfcai’ matter, both solutions were foreclosed to the school districts. 
The President’s wage-price freeze prevented school districts from increasing 
the cost of lunch for the paying pupils. And everyone knows that it is impossible 
to raise additional local tax revenue on such short notice. 

I received a great deal of mail from all over the country pleading for assist- 
ance in getting the proposed USDA regulations changed. School lunch officials in 
Pennsylvania stated that their cost of preparing a school lunch is more than 
GO cents and the proposed USDA regulations would leave the schools with a defi- 
cit of 25 cents per meal. , . . , . 

Realizing that immediate action must be taken to alleviate the crisis in the 
school lunch program, I wrote to President Nixon on September 2 to express 
my strong objections to the proposed USDA regulations and to request that 
these regulations be changed. In this letter, I stated : 

Public Daw 91-248 was the product of a bipartisan effort to provide 
nutrition for the needy school children of this country. Since the regu- 
lations promulgated on August 18 are clearly contrary to the intent of 
Public Law 91-248, and since these regulations will clearly make it im- 
possible to provide meals to all the needy school children in the Nation, 

I hope that you will have your Department of Agriculture reconsider 
and issue regulations that will conform with the dictates of the law. 

Unfortunately, I received only an acknowledgement of this letter from a White 
House aide ; I received a further reply from an aUL again today, I never received 
any indication from the President or from the Secretary of Agriculture that my 
request was being taken seriously. 

In view of the mounting fiscal crisis in the school lunch program around the 
country and the administration’s refusal to take action, I called hearings-in the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, of which I am chairman, on September 
16 In these hearings, the committee heard testimony from those people who are 
directly affected by the school lr :ch program, the State and local officials who 
are charged with the administration of this program. 

The committee heard from a small town school superintendent, Mr. B. P. 
Taylor of San Diego, Tex. Mr. Taylor testified that the new USDA regulations 
would adversely affect his program and that he would be required to cut back 
on academic programs in order to carry on his child nutrition program. 

The committee also heard from two big city school officials, Mr. Howard Briggs 
of the Detroit, Mich., public schools, and Dr. Eugene Sninptcr of the Buffalo, 
N.Y , public school system. Both officials Indicated that USDA regulations would 
be extremely detrimental to the school lunch program in their districts. I)r. 
Sumpter indicated that Buffalo will he forced to su.' peud the feeding of needy 
children in the city some time during the coming winter if the rate of Federal 

reimbursement is not increased. . . . 

The committee heard from a witness who is charged with administering a 
State program, Miss Josephine Martin, administrator of the school food serv- 
ice program in Georgia. I have great faith in Miss Martin, for not only is she 
the able administrator of Georgia’s program, but also, she is recognized as one 
of the leading authorities in the Nation on the school lunch program. 

Miss Martin testified that at the end of the last school year, Georgia schools 
were receiving a rate of reimbursement for free and reduced-price means of 42 
cents. Under the new’ regulations, these Georgia schools will get less than 36 

cents per meal. . , „ , , , ,, .. 

Miss Martin also gave us an idea of the impact of these regulations on other 

States and school districts around the country. She presented a survey con- 
ducted by the American School Food Service Association which indicates that 
the national deficit in school lunch funds w r ould be between $150 and $180 million. 

Mr. President, I aslc unanimous consent that this survey be printed in the 

Rl Tl°etv being no objection, the survey was ordered to be printed in the Record 
as follows :* 
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♦See p. 1787. previously printed in this hearing, and Congressional Record of 1 October, 
197*1. PP- S 15030-40. -j M 
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Mr. Talmadqe. Mr. President, the committee heard the testimony of Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture Richard E. Lyng, who presented the case for the de- 
partment of Agriculture. Mr. Lyng presented a carefully worded statement at- 
tempting to show that the USDA regulations were the most equitable method 
of distributing available funds. However, under cross-examination the Assistant 
Secretary admitted that many States would be receiving less money than they 

did during the past school year. . 

Members of the committee attempted to determine whether the appropriation 
of the Congress was adequate to carry out the school lunch program. Despite the 
fact that the administration had requested no more funds for the school lunch 
program than had been appropriated for the previous fiscal year, the Congress 
had appropriated $33.°. million above the budget request to bring the total school 
lunch apnrojiriation up to $615.2 million. 

Committee members were somewhat dismayed to learn that the present ap- 
propriation was not sufficient to provide an adequate rate of reimbursement for 
school lunches even though the Congress had been told repeatedly by the admin- 
istration that we have sufficient funds for an adequate school lunch program. 

Under questioning from the Senator from Alabama (Mr. Allen), Assistant 
Secretary Lyng refused to state whether the administration would spend addi- 
tional funds even if these funds were provided. 

The pending resolution is designed to provide additional funds and require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to spend these funds to provide an adequate rate of 
reimbursement. 

Mr. President, I would have preferred to have followed regular procedure in re- 
gard to the school lunch program. Unfortunately, regular procedure has failed in 
this case. Regular procedure lias failed because the Congress has been unable to 
get reliable information about the amount of money that is required to carry out 

the law. . _ . 

The Congress acted in good faith, thinking that it had appropriated sufficient 
money to provide a free or reduced price lunch to every needy school child in 
the country. Now we are told by the USDA that there is insuflicient money to 
provide a rate of reimbursement above 35 cents per meal. 

Although this emergency resolution is not the normal way of dealing with fund- 
ing problems, there is sufficient precedent for this procedure. On June IT of this 
venr the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, by a unanimous 
vote' reported to the Senate H.R, 5257. This legislation, which passed the Senate 
on June IS, 1971, authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to use section 32 funds 
for the remainder of fiscal year 1971 and for fiscal year 1972 to pay any amount 
necessary to carry <>ut the provisions of the National School Lunch Act. 

This bill was approved by the Senate by a unanimous vote. 

After differences between the House and tlie Senate versions of H.R. 5-;>< 
wore ironed out. in '-onforenco. the conference report was agreed to by both the 
House and Senate and the bill was enacted into law. Public Law 92-32, on 



June 30. 3971. 

t believe that it. is important to emphasize t t in every step toward enact- 
ment. Public Law 92-32 was passed without objection in the Senate. The relevant 
provision of this law is as follows : 

Sec. 15. (a) In addition to funds appropriated or otherwise available, the Secretary 
Is authorized to use. during the fiscal year ending June 30 1071. not to nrrv 

000,000 in funds from Section 32 of the Act or August 24, 193o (7 U.S.C. 61^c). to carr> 
out the provisions of this Act, and during the fiscal year ending June 30, 10.2, not to 
exceed SI 00,000,000 in funds from such section 32 to carry out the provisions of this 
Act relating to the service of free and reduced price meals to needy children In school.- 
and service institutions. 

Public Law 92-32 was rushed to enactment because of a funding crisis which 
then existed in regard to the summer feeding program of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture. Congress must act promptly now because an even greater crisis 

exists in our school lunch program. . „ . 

I believe it id important to emphasize that section 32 funds will bemused only 
until such time as Congress can act on a supplemental appropriation bill. Should 
we wait until action on the supplemental appropriation, schools around the coun- 
try will ho well into their school year and even more s -liools will have been forced 

to cut back on their child feeding programs. . 

I am hopeful that Senate Joint Resolution 157, which directs the Secretary to 
use section 32 funds to the extent necessary to assure that every needy child 
gets a free or reduced price lunch, will force an immediate revision of the dis- 
astrous regulations which have been promulgated. 




